
AFHRL-TP-86-36 Q
A IR FO RC E METHODOLOGY FOR GENERATING EFFICIENCYR F RC E AND EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES (MGEEM): A GUIDE

mi________I__ml HFOR AIR FORCE MEASUREMENT FACILITATORS

HL() U
M Thomas C. Tuttle

Maryland Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life
University of MarylandA College Park, Maryland 20742

N Charles N. Weaver

MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL DIVISION
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 78235-5601

DTIC R
SOCT.26 1983

November 1986B ' Final Technical Paper for Period July 1984 - January 1986

0
U
R Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.

C
FE
S LABORATORY

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS 78235-5601

_89 0 26 078



NOTICE

When Government drawings, specifications, or other data are used for any
purpose other than in connection with a definitely Government-related
procurement, the United States Government incurs no responsibility or any
obligation whatsoever. The fact that the Government may have formulated or
In any way supplied the said drawings, specifications, or other cata, is
not to be regarded by implication, er otherwise in any manner construed, as
licensing the holder, or any other person or corporation; or is conveying

any rights or permission to manufacture, use, or sell any patented

Invention that may in any way be related thereto.

The Public Affairs Office has reviewed this paper, and it is releasable to

the National Technical Information Service, where it will be availabl, to
the general public, Including foreign nationals.

This paper has been reviewed and is approved for publication.

WILLIAM E. ALLEY, Scientific Advisor

Manpower and Personnel Division

RONALD L. KERCHNER, Colonel, USAFSCh', Manpower and Personnel Division



Unclassi fied
SECURITY CLAiSSiFCATIGN OF N'4S PA.~t

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE
I& REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION lb. RESTRICTIVE MARKING!
Unclassified

2.- SIECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTH.ORITY 3 DISTRIBUTION /AVAILABILITY OF REPORT

2b. ECLSSIICAION OWNG.ADNG CHEULEApproved for public release; distribution is unlimited.

4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) S MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)
AFHR L-TP -86-36

6a NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b OFFICE SYMBOL 7a NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION
Mar:'land Center for Productivity j (it applicable) Manpower and Personnel Division

andQuality ofWorkingLife ____________________________________

6C. ADORESS (City. State. and ZIP Cod.) 7b ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)

ulniversity of Maryland Air Force Human Resources Laboratory

College Park, Marylard 2074? Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 78235-5601

da. NAMý OF FUNDING /SPONSORING 8b OFFICE SYMBOL 9 PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT DOENTIriCArION NUMBER
ORGAOIZ.!k',ON 'If d9pIIcable)

Alir Force ifuman Resources Laboratory HQ AFHRL r336 5-83-C0030

J&- ADDIRESS (City, State, an~d ZIP Code) 10 SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 78235-5601 PROGRAM PROJECT ITASKC WORK UNIT

ELEMENT NIO NOO4 ACC=.SSION NO

I1 7ITLE (Inciiide Security Clasubfcaticn) 20F 1 73 8 1 -

Methodology for Generating Efficiency and Effectiveness Mieasures )MGEEM): A Guide f-jr Air Force Measurement
FacIlitators

'2. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
Tuttle, T. C.; Weaver, C. N.

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b TIME COVERED 14 DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) 'IS PAGE COUNT
Fi nal IFROM 1 Jul 84 To3l Jan 86 November 1986 I 72

'6. iUPPLEMENTARY NOTATOQN

I? COSATI CODES 'S SUBJECT rERMIS (Continue on reverse of necessary and dentrhy ",v /ociv mumae'i
FIELD GROUP SUS-GROUP effectiveness efficiency measurement

05 09 effectiveness measurement productivity

05 1 1 efficiency productivity criteria (Continuea)

III .,,STRACT ',Continue on reverse, if necessary anq oenrity by bloco number)
;the objective Of this g~ide I S to provide Sufficient technical detail about the Methoaology for Generating

Efficiency and Effectiveness Measures (MGEEM) so that 6 measurement facilitator can use the procedure to
.-e'te a complete prciluctivity measurement system for any target organization.

The guide contains four Chapters and an appendix. Chapter 1 provides a frimeworK for *inderstanolng

organizations as systems, defined in terms of their inputs, outputs. goais, and interactions with their
environments across system boundaries :o accomplish goals. within the Systems framewcrk, productivity Is
Jeflned as a combination of efficiency 'the ratio of inputs to outputs) and effectiveness :the extent to Whlcn
tne outpats satisfy mission objectives). Chapter 21 lays a foundation upon which the MGEE-M process can oegin.
iric'uding identifying requisite skills of the facilitator, organizational familiarizatlon, and plannirg the

niesur-cn Iciviy. Chater3 eplansthe selection and use of measurement development teams to identify
.-eor~iat~n~principal intended accimpllshments, called Key Result Areas tKRAs;, ndic~ators ýf eacn <AA.

arid lata .*ýrces for each indicator. C-iaptor 4 d,.scjs~es proce~l. --S for using the produCZ7iiity -ieAsureS wnic,-
JContinued)

20. OISTRiBL'TION iAVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21 ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
MUJNCU,-S5C:0'NLIMITED 0 SAME AS RtPT 0 oric 1USERS i

2a 'jAMTl ", --r-GNS.BLE NDIVIDUAL 2.b 7ZLiP'.4ONE Ilndluo Area 77 ) 2c OFF;CE :YMBOL
.ancy A. Perio Chief, STINFO Office 'Ei2) 536-3877 AFHWL, TSR

00 FORM 1473,894 MAR 83 APR econanmay be .isod .,r!-I Cxhlust@o SFCý,AiTY CLASSiFCAT;ON OF -WIS PAGE
Ali othof editions are osoIoeto. dnclaS;lfied



item 18 (Concluded):

productivity measurement

Item 19 (Concluded):

result from application of the MGEEM as a tool for improving organizational productivity.1 Advantages of the
MGEDI to comanders include (a) Identifying key objectives of the organization, (b) providing measures for
each objective (including measures of overall as well as components of organizational productivity), (c)

identifying priorities for increasing productivity, (d) assisting in allocating resources, (e) identifying
problems before they become serious, and (f) showing when problems are fixed. Advantages to workers include
(a) having an acceptable productivity measurement system since they have an input to its development, (b)
knowing what is expected, (c) showing current status, (d) showing results of efforts (feedback), and (e)
providing a basis for goal setting and incentives. The Appendix provides a series of aids to the facilitator
including suggested briefing slides, Measurement Implementatlon Plan format, KRA and indicator development
worksheets, samples of KRAs and indicators, and an indicator development quiz.
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SUMMARY

This guide provides sufficient background and technical information to 01able a measurement
facilitator to use the Methodology for Generating Efficiency and Effectiveness Measures (MGEEM-)
to create a complete productivity measurement system for any organization. Requisi.te background
information includes knowledge of the systems concept so that the organization for which the
MGEEM is to be applied can be meaningfully defined in terms of its inputs, outputs, goals, and
interactions with its environment. According to the systems concept, productivity has two
components: (a) efficiency, the quantity of inputs required to produce a given level of outputs
and (b) effectiveness, the extent to which these outputs conform to mission requirements.

After becoming familiar with a target organization and defining it as a system, a measurement
facilitator develops a plan for implementing the MGEEM which includes a strategy for
strengthening "forces for" and minimizing "forces against" the measurement process. Within the
context of the implementation plan, the facilitator begins Phase One of the MGEEM process by
convening a meeting of the commander (manager or supervisor) and his/her immediate subordinates.
This group is posed with the question "What does the Air Force pay this organization to do?"
Consensus on the answers, called Key Result Areas (KRAs), is developed through a structured group
process.. Phase Two involves a meeting with the commander's suborainates and selected members of

their subordinates. For each KRA, the facilitator asks what the commander needs to know to
determine how well the organization is doing on this aspect of the organization's productivity.

Consensus on the answers, called indicators, is again developed through a structured group
process. Examples of KRAs and indicators are (a) for a repair shop, quality of repair and
quality control inspections passed; (b) for personnel, timely and effective staffing of positions
and percentage of positions filled; and (c) for engineering, customer support and percentage of
work orders accomplished. In Phase Three of the MGEEM process, computerized indicator data are
periodically reported to workers and managers according to the principles of feedback, goal
setting, and incentives. These, principles have to do with issues such ('s the frequency and
objectivity of feedback; the acceptability, difficulty, and feasibility of goals; and the
connection between effort, performance, and reward. Suggestions are made to overcome barriers to
successful implementati on.
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METHODOLOGY FOR GENERATING EFFICIENCY
AND EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES (MGEEM):

A GUIDE FOR AIR FORCE MEASUREMENT FACILITATORS

1. PRODUCTIVITY IN AIR FORCE ORGANIZATIONS

1.1 What is Productivity?

What does productivity mean? Manpower cuts? More for less? Peacetime efficiency at the
expense of wartime readiness? Or could it mean quality products and services, improved military
preparedness for the tax dollar spent, more effective organization, higher utilization rates for
equipment, higher reenlistment rates, and a reduction of maintenance costs per, sortie?

To military commanders, productivity may have any or all of these connotations. For most
commanders, productivity has various meanings, depending on their position, background, and
management philosophy. However, for the Air Force as a whole, there is little doubt that the
concept of productivity and the need for productivity improvement will exist for the foreseeable
future. As long as there are multiple threats to the nation's security and limited resources to
deal with these threats, the military faces the problem of how to obtain the best defense for the
available dollars and manpower. This is what productivity is all about.

As a measurement facilitator, you are most likely to work with units at the wing level and
below. Therefore, you need to think about what productivity means at these organizational
levels. Before discussing the meaning of productivity, we need to introduce some ideas about
organizations as systems. This will already be familiar to many Air Force managers and management
consultants, but it is essential to an understanding of the Methodology for Generating Efficiency
and Effectiveness Measures (MGEEM).

1.2 Basic System Concepts

A system is a set of interrelated components that have a common purpose or goal. An Air
Force organizational system could be a wing, a squadron, or even a small work team within a
squadron. Systems can be small or large. However, they all have a set of interrelated
components, such as people, materials, equipment, and organizational entities, which share a
common mission.

Systems are defined in terms of their inputs, outputs, goals, and interactions with their
environment across system boundaries. Let us examine these concepts for a military organization,
a communications-navigation (comm-nav) branch in an avionics squadron. This branch performs
maintenance on the on-board communications and navigation equipment carried by aircraft in the
wing.

1.2.1 Inputs

As a general rule, inputs to a maintenance organization can be grouped according to the
categories in Table 1.



Table 1. Categories of Inputs

Labor - Number of hours worked

Material - Number of pieces, number of units, dollar value, etc.

Capital - Number of dollars invested, depreciated value of assets, etc.

Energy - Number of kilowatt hours used, number of gallons of fuel, etc.

For the comm-nav branch, labor inputs consist of the total number of assigned personnel
multiplied by the number of duty hours in the period under consideration (e.g., week, month). In
certain cases, it may be desirable to adjust the total labor input for such factors as personnel
on temporary duty (TDY), on detail to other units, on leave, etc. to arrive at the total number
of available hours. Although definitions must be explicitly agreed upon, labor input is
typically defined in terms of the number of hours spent by designated personnel during a given
time period. In most military organizations, the most significant input is labor.

A second input category for the comm-nav branch is material. In order to perform its
mission, personnel must be supplied with spare parts, expendable items (e.g., non-capitalized
tools and equipment), office supplies, etc. Quantifying material inputs presents a number of
measurement problems because the categories of measurement vary from item to item. For example,
if we were concerned with wire, we would probably quantify it in terms of feet. If we were
concerned with pencils, we would count the number of pencils or number of dozens. For avionics
compohents, we would count the number of items. Obviously, we cannot aggregate or add "apples
and oranges" unless they are converted to a common scale of measurement. Typically, the common
scale for material is dollars. Depending on the accounting practices of the unit, item values
can be expressed in terms of initial cost or in terms of replacement cost.

A third category of inputs is capital. At the branch level, there is usually very little
knowledge of capital investment program opportunities or the process by which assets are
capitalized. However, the unit of measurement for capital assets, such as buildings and major
pieces of test equipment, is units or dollars of depreciation. In wing or higher level
organizations, capital may have more importance. Refer to Air Force Regulation (AFR) 25-3, Air
Force Productivity Enhancement Program (PEP) for a description of Air Force capital investment
programs.

A fourth category of inputs is usually called energy. This category includes the electricity
to operate the facility, the fuel to power vehicles or aircraft, and gas or oil for heating. In
the case of the comm-nav branch, energy is not a significant input. Perhaps the branch owns
vehicles and can affect the gallons of fuel used. It can also affect the amount of energy used
to heat its facilities. However, energy matters are typically handled by a centralized resource
management agency. When a single energy type is considered, it is preferable to quantify it in
terms of physical units such as gallons, kilowatt hours, or British thermal units. However, if
aggregation is an issue, units must be converted to dollars.

1.2.2 Outputs

A second major systems concept is outputs. An output is a product or service that a system
produces to achieve its purpose. In the comm-nav example, outputs are pieces of equipment
repiired, pf;rsonnel trained, reports submitted to squadron headquarters, etc. Whatever the

2



organization produces for use outside its own organizational boundaries is an output. A

distinction is frequently madle between "intermediate" outputs and "final" outputs. Intermediate

outputs are consumed by the organization itself or :re necessary for use by the organization to

produce final outputs. Final outputs are exported across the organization's bcjndaries to other

organizational systems.

,.2.3 System Boundary

The boundary of a system separates it frcr, its envlronintnt. Although the ccicept of boundary

is "theoretical," it has practical implications. However, defining a system in terms of what it

includes is not always easy. For instance, in defining the comm-na,. branch js a system, where do

you draw the line? Is in individual who is or detail to the -,4..dron for I months within the

system? Are the oehicles on permanent loan to the brar ch from the motcr pool part of the

conm-nav system or 'he motor pool system? Questions such as these ;:iast be answered to

unambiguously define the system under investigation. Once such questions ae answered, the

system's boundaries can be drawn. However, it should be clear from these ex.-iples that boundary

issues deal with botr. space (e.g.. area occupied by syster. comdnonents), ar.( time (e.g., the

length of time someone is away from the organization before that person is cor sidered no longer

within the system).

1.2.4 Environment

Once a system is defined by specifying its boundaries, its environment must also be dWfined.

Anything that is not part of the system is part of its environment. Systems survive through

transactions with their environment. Personnel resources, supplies and equipment, and energy to

operate the system flow from the environment. Relevant organizations in the environment of the

comm-nav branch include the maintenance directorate, avionics squadron headquarters, other

branches in the avionics squadron, supply organizations, and flight operations (since many of the

branch's mission goals flow from equipment writeups made by flight crews). Maintaining effective

boundary relationships is a critical aspect of a system's operation.

1.2.5 System Diagram

These basic system concepts may be depicted in the torn. of a diagram, as shown in figure 1.

- -------- ENVIRONMENT --------

INPUTS ---------- > OUTPUTS

------------------------- BOUNDARY --------------------------

-------- ENVIRONMENT --------

Figure 1. System Diagram.

As Fiqure I shows, a system is defined by its boundary, which separ•.cs it from its

environmentr. In an open system, such as an organizational system, inputs are derived from the

environnert. The system uses these inputs to produce outputs which are exznanged with the

3



environment. As this very simple analysis suggests, an organizational system must manage the
process of converting inputs to Outputs, but must also manage its boundary relationships to

assure a continuing flow of inputs. In most organizational systems, the flow of inputs is
dependent on the extent to which system outputs conform to the requirements of the environment
(e.g., customers) with respect to quantity, quality, price/cost, etc.

1.3 Productivity - A Systems Concept

Now that we have discussed the basic components of an organizational system, we are in a
position to define productivity. As applied to Air Force organizations, productivity has two
components: efficiency and effectiveness. Efficiency is concerned with the quantity of inputs
required to produce a given level of outputs. Effectiveness refers to the extent to which the
outputs conform to mission requirements. These definitions are expressed in AFR 25-3, which
defines productivity as:

... the measure of an organization's performance. It's not only "efficiency" (the
ratio of inptts to outputs), but also "effectiveness" (to what extent the output

satisfies mission object~ves) (AFR 25-3, 1982, p. 2).

2. LAYING THE FOUNDATION

2.1 Selecting a Measurement Facilitator

The MGEEM process is conducted by a measurement facilitator who is usually someone external
to the organization, although not necessarily so. The measurement facilitator should possess a
working knowledge of and demonstrated skill in group facilitation (e.g., conaucting meetings,

facilitating group discussion, interviewing, bringing about consensus, and listening). Although
specific facilitation skills unique to the MGEEM are covered in this manual, no attempt is made
to provide a full treatment of the range of skills required. Measurement facilitators lacking
group facilitation experience should obtain guidance from a "process" coach. In Air Force
organizations, such coaches might be quality circles facilitators or human relations trainers, or
persons working in headquarters consulting organizations. In addition, the facilitator should

understand the basics of organizational performance measurement. AFR 25-3 is a helpful guide in
this respect, especially its General Information and Glossary sections.

2.2 Organizational Familiarization

Once selected, the measurement facilitator must become familiar with the target

organization. This can be accomplished through (a) discussions with the commander (manager or
supervisor), (b) a review of existing in-house documentation, and (c) a tour of the
organizdtion's facilities and work sites.

2.2.1 Discussions with the Commnder

Ar initial meeting weth the target unit's commander marks the formal begirining of the MGEEM
process. If the commander has initiated the process and selected the measurement facilitator,
then this meeting should focus on the commander's purpose in initiating the measurement activity
and on helping the measurement facilitator become familiar with the organization. However, in
the event that the commander has been directed by higher headquarters to begin the measurement
process - not the ideal situation - the initial meeting will be of a different nature. In that
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case, the measurement facilitator should devote consi'derable time and attention to establishing

rapport with the commander to assure him/her that the purpose of the MGEEM process is to develop

a measurement tool that will improve the management of the unit.

Based on the assumption that the commander is voluntarily engaging in the MGEEM process, the

facilitator can use the structured interview forn in Appendix A to assist in the initial

meeting. In this meeting, it is likely that the commander will expect to receive an overview

briefing on the ?NGEEM implement3tion process. Therefore, the facilitator should be prepared to

discuss the major steps in the process and provide d timetable for their implementation. The

implementatlor planning process is Jiscussed in Section 2.3.3.

2.2.2 Review of Existing In-House Documentation

In most Air Force functional areas, the measurement facilitator car, become sufficiently

familiar with the target organization and its functions by reviewing written material relative to

the organization. Examples of documentation that can be included in this review are:

1. Work center descriptions,

2. Task inventories containing detailed task listings of the Air Force Specialty Codes

involved;

3. Organization -nd work center organizational charts;

4. Manpower studies conducted for the organization or for the functional specialty;

5. Regulations/directives and other official documents that govern te wcrk of the target

organization;

6. Commander's briefing packages used to give visitors an overview of the organization.

2.2.3 Site Visit

Another source of information about the target organization is a site visit. Prior to

conducting such a visit, the facilitator and commander should decide how the facilitator is to be

introduced to unit personnel. If the visit is to be conducted prior tO the implementation of the

measurement communications plan, then the facilitator shoula Oe introduced as a visitor. if unit
personnel have been fully informed about the purpose and events associated with the MGEEM

implementation process, the facilitator should be identified as being associated with the
process. The issue is that the facilitator's visit through the organization is not the

appropriate time to communicate to unit personnel what the measurement process is about.

During the site visit, the facilitator's primary concern Is to develop a visual picture and

to "learn the language" of the target organization. The facilitator should focus on identifying

the unit's major products and services and developing a general understanding of the work flo-0

involved. Although it is possible for the facilitator to do an adequate job of conducting the

MGEEM process without having seen the work site, there are advantages to such a visit. One

advantage is the opportunity to establish rapport with members of the organization. If the

facilitator cares enoigh to see how the organization works, members will tend to accord him/her

greater respect. Another advantage is that through teeing the work site, the facilitator will

communicate more effectively in the group sessions to follow. The facilitator will better

understand participanrs' comments without needing to seek cl3rificatlon.
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2.2.4 Organizational Diagram

The facilitator should depict the results of the organizational familiarization process in
the form of an organizational diagram. In essence, this is the systems diagram shown in Figure 1
loaded with characteristics of the specific target organization. A resulting sample
organizational diagram for a base administration division is shown in Figure 2.

2.3 Planning the Measurement Process

2.3.1 Defining Goals of the Neasurement Activity

The first step in developing a measurement plan Involves working with the commander to define
the goals of the productivity measurement process. There are many reasons why organizations
decide to generate measures of their productivity. In general, these motives may be grouped
under (a) organizational control and (b) organizational improvement. The motive of
organizational control is that organizations want to generate measures to satisfy the needs of
someone else (e.g., higher headquarters or a control agency, such as manpower or budget). The
motive of measurement for organiz!' 4 rnal improvement has a different focus, in that the
commanders themselves wish to create measures as guides to take corrective action to improve
organizational performance. Thus, control-oriented measurement is used by organizations to
Justify themselves to organizations in their environments. Improvement-oriented measurement
provides information to enable organizations to better manage themselves. Control-oriented
measurement is conmnonplace in the Air Force, but improvement-oriented measurement occurs less
frequently. Since the MGEEM is primarily an improvement-oriented approach, this distinction
needs to be recognized.

A basic purpose of developing improvement-oriented measurement is that it provides an
organization with a considerable degree of self-control. Therefore, the relevant measures are
not those which fall under the control of external agencies. For the purposes of MGEEM, the most
relevant measures are those that are controllable from the point of view of the unit commander.

Measurement should help the commander periodically identify and track those aspects of
efficiency and effectiveness over which he/she has control. Through measurement, the unit can
assess its current performance and take corrective action as required. The facilitator should
work with the commander to promote improvement orientation as the purpose of measurement.
Measures being so developed are for the unit itself, not for some outside control agency or
higher headquarters.

2.3.2 Identifying Forces For and Against Success of the Measurement Activity

At this stage of the process, the facilitator should work with the commander to identify the
driving and restraining forces associated with implementation of the MGEEM process.
Identification of these forces can be portrayed as a diagram (Figure 3). At tne discretion of
the unit commander, it may be helpful to involve other managers, supervisors, and individual
workers in this effort.

2.3.3 Developing an Implementation Plan

Once the 'forces for and against" analysis has been completed, the result should serve to
guide the development of an implementation plan. The strategy to follow in developing an
implementation plan is to consider options for maximizing or strengthening the forces for and
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minimizing the forces against successful implementation. A diagram such as that shown in Figure

3 can guide this process,

For example, consider the first iter. under Forces For in Figure 3, "Conurander Support."

Commander Support is a force for MGEEM implementation, but only if it is communicated clearly and
strongly to all members of the organization. Therefore, an important step in the implementation

plan is to communicate the support of the commander to organization members. A similar process

can be carried out for other Forces For items.

Goal - Successful Implementation of MGEEM

Forces for Forces against

Commander Support ------------ > ............- Fear of More Paperwork

Desire to Improve ------------ ( ------------ Heavy Workload

Noncommissioned Officer

(NCO) Support ------------) (------------ Fear of Personnel Loss

Personnel Desire -------------) > (----------- Lack of Understanding

to Have a Voice of Productivity

(----------- Fear of Loss of

Freedom

Figure 3. Analysis of Forces For and Forces Against Successful Implementation

of NGEEM.

Forces Against can be addressed in the implementation plan by (a) acknowledging them, (b)

reducing them, (c) showing that there is no substantial reason for concern, or (d) removing the

reason for the fear. For example, Fear of More Paperwork might be removed or reduced by a

notation in the implementation plan of the need to acquire a personal computer, or Fear of Loss

of Freedom might be dddressed in the orientation process prior to measurement development. A

sample implementation plan format is presented in Appendix B.

2.4 Communicating the Implementation Plan

After the measurement plan is developed, it should be communicated over a short period of

time to all members of the organization from the top down. Communication should be in the form
of both face-to-face and written communication. The sequence of communication activities for a

branch might be as follows.

Monday, 0800, Bran.ch Chief's Staff Meeting. The branch chief introduces the facilitator and

discusses the purpose of the MGEEM measurement activity within the branch. The facilitator
discusses the -teps involved in implementation and proposes a timetable. Section chiefs are

asked for commcnts, and schedule conflicts are resolved. The branch and section chiefs agree on
the appropriate time for the facilitator to visit the various sections to present the measurement

plan.

Monday, 0900, Facilitator and Branch Chief Finalize Memorandum. A mem.orandum is prepared for
later distribution to personnel, summarizing the highlights of the implementation schpdule. The
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memorand-:ý should locus on the purpcse of the measurement activity, the schedu1t. and now members

of the orgonization will oe affected.

Monday, 1300 - 1400, Workplace Meetings. The fucilitator an6 orancl, chief 9: to each section

and hold 10- to 15-minute meetings with section members. During these meetirngs, menmers hear the

branch and section Chiefs express support for the MGEEM measurement process. Members hear from

the facilitator a general outline of the steps involved in implemertation 6,1d what will be

expected from each member of the organization. Each member of the section receives a copy of the

previously developed memorandum, which summarizes the information presented. Members' questions

are answered.

2.5 Pitfalls to Avoid

At this stage of the process, there are some maeor rules-of-thumb tc observe in order to

avoid some common pitfalls:

1. Avoid the perception trat the measurement effort is being force, on the organization
and does not have the support of branch and,'or section chiefs. Tne main purpose of the

comrunications effort is to prevent such misperceptions. Visible. sincere management support is

essential to the success of the MGEFM process.

2. Avoid the perception that the process is designed to "tighten the screws" on members

of the organization. Improvement, not control, should be the focus. All corunrications should
focus on these points: 'e (members of the organization) are doing this for our own benefit, to

give us a score card on our performance, to provide a sense of accomplishrrment, to give us

feedback, and to help us identify areas where we can improve performance in the sense of -crking

more efficiently, not necessarily harder.

3. Recognize in the planning process the legitimate organizational tarriers to

implementation of the measurement effort. For instance, it is a mistike not tc recogni

expected strains on restrces, such as large numrbers of jeopile on TVY and on exercise, Cr to fail

to pay enough attention to the fears of organization members. Implementdtion must include a
sincere effort to give people a chance to voice their fears and concerns arn have those concerns

answered honestly. However, implementation should not be allowed to drag on until each minor

issue is resolved.

4. Ensure that the target organization has been clearly jefined. To avoid

misunderstandings, the facilitator must have a clear conception, displayed in an organization

diagram, of wnat organizational units and functions arc within and beyoi.d the scope of the

measurement activity. This understanding must be shared with and agreed to by the commander and

management of the target organization.

3. DECIDING WHAT TO MEASURE IN AIR FORCE ORGANIZATIONS

3.1 Productivity in Air Force Organizations

One of the facilitator's primary responsibilities is to help the com.:.ander of the target

organization communicate the philosophy of productivity improvement to organizational members.
This requires two sets of competencies. First, the tacilitator must have an understanding of thn

meaning of productivity improvement as it relates to other aspects of an organization's

functioning. Second, the facilitator must be atle to ccrmunicate this understanding meaningfully

to commanders, officers, enlisted personnel, and civilian employees. Tre facilitator must
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understand and communicate the meaning of productivity to these members whether they be in

operational units (e.g., fighter squadrons, jet engine maintenance branches, and military airlift

wings) or in support units (e.g., administration divisions, weather detachments, and base

contracting offices). This section provides the basic Concepts of productivity for the

facilitator and suggests a means of communicating these ideas to target organization members.

Air Force Regulation 25-3. AFR 25-3 contains useful information for the facilitator on the

application of productivity concepts in the Air Force environment. Of particular use in the

MGEEM process are the General Information and Glossary sections.

Productivity and Readiness. One commonly held notion among Air Force commanders is that the

concept of productivity implies achieving peacetime resource savings at the expense of wartime
readiness. This issue is addressed in AFR 25.3, which notes that productivity enhancement

focuses on functions that are essentially the same in peacetime and wartime (e.g., launching and
recovering aircraft, repairing components, delivering fuel, and procuring and distributing

supplies).

Discovering and implementing improved ways of performing these peacetime functions will

both enhance their effectiveness in wartime and free resources for use in improving
readiness in other areas. (AFR 25-3, 1982, p. 2).

Wing commanders involved in a field test of the MGEEM (Tuttle, Wilkinson, & Matthews, 1985)

observed that in the Air Force, resource constraints are a way of life, whether in peacetime or

wartime. Therefore, commanders at all levels must be concerned with efficiency as well as

effectiveness. In discussing productivity and readiness, however, the issue is not one of
tradeoffs between the two. The issue is assuring the maximum level of readiness for a given

level of resources. Stated in this manner, improved productivity is clearly consistent with

improved levels of readiness.

Productivity and Morale. There is often a tendency to think that productivity improvement is

obtained at the expense of morale. Experience suggests that while this tradeoff sometimes

occurs, it is more frequently the case that organizations which perform well also have high

morale. High performance, high productivity, and high morale are complementary, not competing,

aspects of organizational performance. The key to this linkage lies in the following assuimptions

about people in organizations:

1. Most people want to do a good job.

2. Most people want to feel that they are a part of an organization that is worthwhile and

is acccmplishing something.

3. Most people have needs for security, self-esteem, social acceptance, recognition, etc.,

which they attempt to satisfy in part through their work lives.

4. There is an overlapping relationship between organizational and individ.jal goals.

5. Leadership and management provide the linkage between the satisfaction of individual and

organizational goals.

Thus, a well-managed organization pays attention to the needs of both the individual and the

organization. Such organizations generally have high productivity and high morale.

Organizations that are geared only toward the goals of the organization may show high

productivity for the short term, but morale will invariably be low. Eventually, this form of
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management leads tc low productivity, unless managers have a nigh degree of coercive power over

the members of the organization.

Productivity in Different Organizational Environments: A Frame of Refe,*enco. The systeir.s
view of organizations presented in Chapter I provides a framework for analyzing productivity in

Air Force organizations. This framework can be expanded to considcr the relative importancý of
efficiency and effectiveness in different types of Air Force organizations.

For this purpose, there are three types of syste-ms: (a) direct outcome, (b) ind rect

outcome, and (c) unknown outcome. In a direct outcome system, depicted in Figure 4, output
virtually assures outcome. A0thotgh there is some choice about the form, design, or means of
presenting output, the range of output variability is relatively low. Examples of direct outcome

systems in the Air Fcrce include dining halls, reprographics shops, mail handling operations,

supply rooms, and maintenance organizations. In such systems, the consistency of outputs
virtually assures that the desired outcomes will occur. As a result, the major corsiderations on

the part of the producing system are efficiency and quality. Such organizations are concerned
with efficiency because they must use resources skillfully in order to produce a sufficient
quantity of outputs in the appropriate time period. They are concerned with quality because a
principal o'itcome, customer satisfaction, is directly related to the extent to which Output

corresponds to customer requirements. in this type of system, effectiveness (i.e., choice of the

appropriate output tc accomplish the mission) i' less of a concert: : it is less

controllable by the orginization.

S..... ... .... ....... o.... .... o......-..... ............. ... ............... ~-1
[Input---------)> Output---------- > Cutcomej

Figure 4. Direct Outcome System.

Figure 5 depicts an indirect outcome system, in which the range of varial.ility of outputs is
greater. The system must choose from among a range of possible outputs thosE which will produce

the most favorable outcomes. Only after outputs are clearly specified should the system focus on
improving the efficiency with which outputs are produced. The first concern of such an indirect

outcome system is whether chosen cutputs are the correct ones. Examples of sLuch systems in the
Air Force are weather detachments, administration communlcation branches, inspector general
teams, management engineering teams, and military airlift squadrons. In each of these

organizations, the commander chooses from a broad range of possible outputs those which are most

appropriate in terms of mission accomplishment. EffectivEness, the extent to which the outputs
lead to desired outcomes, is a major criterion of organizational performance. Efficiency is also
important, but only after the organization has determined that it is prod,cinj the "right"

outputs.

Input----------- Output Cutcu',;c

Figure 5. Indirect Outcome System.S........ 1L2 ...22222 .. 2LL2 ... ::::i... 2221: .......1



Figure 6 presents a third type of system, the unknown outcome system. Many combat

organizations are in this category. An unknown outcome system is one that prepares to perform

its mission but hopefully never is called on to actually do what it prepares to do.

Input ..... Output Surrogate Outcome[ •> Outcome

------------------------------------------------------------------.-.-
Figure 6. Unknown Outcome System.

Air Force organizations which are unknown outcome systems include tactical tighter squadrons,

bomber squadrons, and even flying training squadrons that teach combat maneuvers. Primary flight

training and instrument flight training organizations are indirect outcome systems since students

have the opportunity to determine if the outcomes are achieved (e.g., basic fliyht maneuvers and

sorties under instrument flight rules). In an unknown outcome system, effectiveness, measured

using surrogate outcomes (e.g., simulated battle conditions), and innovation are more relevant

criteria than efficiency. Too often productivity has been presented in wd s that suggest at

attempt to convert unknown outcome systems into direct outcome systems. Clearly, the relevant

criteria must differ as a function of the type of system under study.

An important conclusion from this discussion is that tire facilitator must understand which of

the three types of systems the target organization most closely resembles. The facilitator

should then guide the organization toward the most appropriate mix of criteria for that type of

system.

3.2 Forming the Measurement Development Teams (M4DTs)

Basic Considerations. Because it is a participative methodulogy, the MGEEM is only as effective

as its participants. Therefore, the facilitator must work with the colwander of the targL,

organization to assure that measurement development team (MDT) merlbers are ca-efully :;electec.

In selecting members of these teams, the facilitator should be c'Izcet'-d about:

1. Participant Knowledge. Do prospective team members 'ave sutficient knowledge of the

organization and its primary work processes to contribute ideas daid make neanirgful judgments?

Such knowledge among members is usually assured by oLLainiiq e~perierced incividjals froai. a range

of grade levels.

2. Participant Communication 'kills. Because the MGEEM is a verbal process, the

communication skills of participants are important. Not only must partiCiprntS have kn'wledge,

they must also be able to commun4cate tieir knowlecyt. On tie othcr hand, inexperienced

individuals who are verbal tend to create problems for the process. Such individuals, unless

carefully managed by the facilitator, can pull the .rocess in inappropriate directions. In

addition to these concerrs, the facilitator shuld st,'ess to the commander and senior

noncommissioned officer WNCC) the reed uo have as MDT mem!,crs a cross-section of the organization

and to include peoplc who will "spezak thel' mirds" in constructive ways. Management should have

the final word in selecting participants because it is management, and not the facilitator, who

must live with the results.

3. Position/Influence in the Organization. A basic assumption underlying the MGEEM is that

participation in the development of a solution will increase the acceptability of that solution.

Therefore, the facilitator should seek tc ensure, -l1 elsc being equal, that key opinion-leaders

in the organization are included or the MDT,. individuals may be opinion-leaders by virtue of
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formal or informal iwer. It is ir;4ortant to idctifv these key in (viduJa dIs d consider thec:,

for participation. A key opinion-leader who is left out can jecpardiz2 occeptance of the

resulting MGEEM products.

4. Comprehensiveness. Tre products fron: the 1G.EM will be best if MUl members have the

widest possible information base. Therefore, the best situation is to assure representation from

multiple points of view (e.g., all facets of the target organization, next higher level

organization, and significant "customer" organizations).

One MDT or Two? In rnost cases, it is desirable to form two MýTs to broaden participation. A

management MOT, called Team A, defines the Lroad measurable facets of the unit's mission, labeled

Key Result Areas (KRAs). A worker-level MOT, called Team B, develops the specific indicators or

measures for each KRA. There are exceptions to this guideline. If the organization is small

(e.g., 10 - 15 people), then formi-" two M'Ts is probably not feasible. If the organization is

comprised of professionals (e.g3, researchers, physician,, scientists, engineers, or social

workers), who are accustomed to operating in a participative manner, they may te uncomfortable

with having only managers involved in developing KRAs. In this case, one MrT comprised of botn

managers and non-managers should be used to develop both KRgs and indicators.

Guidelines for Team Formation. In determining MdT membership for a typice! Air Force

organization, you must first (a) identify the target orgarni-ation (e.g., scuadron), (b) identify

the next highest level of organization (e.g., wing), and then (c) identify tre :iext two levels

below the target organization (e.g., branch and section), as app'opriate. Then follow tne steps

outlined in Table 2.

Tatle 2. Guide to Detef-minlng NOT Membership

"Steps Example

1. List all levels in 1. Wing
nierarchiCaI order; identify target 2. Squadrona

organization. 3. Branc?;

4. Section

S. Workers

2. If there are two organizational levels 1. Wing
below the target organization then: 2. Squadrona

3. Branch
a. Team A consists of levels 1, 2, and 3 4. Section
b. Team B consists of levels 3 and 4 5. Workers

3. If there i: only one level cf organization 1. Squadron
below the target organization, then: 2. Brancha

3. Sectioin
a. Team A consists of levels 1, 2, and 3, 4. Wo-kers

and "customer" representatives, if
possible

b. Team 8 consists of levels 2 and 3

4. If more than two organizational levels 1. Wing
can be defined but the next levelD below 2. Squadron

the target organization is a worker-level 3. Branch
organization, then; 4. Sectiona

S. Workers
a. Team A consists of levels 1, 2, ard 3
b. Team 8 consists of levels 3 and 4

5. If only two organizational levels can 1. Branch
be defined, then Teams A and B are 2. Sectlona
the same group and include representation 3. workers
from the level above and the worker level.

"Indicates target organization.
bLevel refers to the lowest level with a manager/supervisor.
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3.3 Developing Key Result Areas (KRAs)

Ke) Result Areas (KRAs) arc ths measurable facets of an organization's i•ission. From the

viewpoint of the exterral environment, they are the reasuns that the organization exists. In
other words, tigher-level organizations, customers, and uthers have expectatiou, that the target

organization will produce certain products or services or will maintain a statc of readiness to

perform certain activities. Stated in measurable terms, these expectations are the KRAs for an

organization. Examples of KRAs developed for a range of Air Force organizations are presented -r
Appendix C. The following section presents the steps involved in developir,9 KRAs and offers

suggestions to the facilitator as to how to implement these steps.

3.3.1 Room Selection and Setup

A key factor in developing KRAs is the ability of tie measurenient facilitator to function

effectively In the physical space arrangement. The room should be well ventilated, with adequate
lighting for people to work effectively and comfortably. To ersurF sufficient wall space for

hanging chart paper, there should be at least 20 linear feet of wall space free of pictures,
windows, doors, and other obstructions. The room size should be sufficient to accommodate a long

conference tatle or ý-shaped arrangement of tables which faces a long wall. In addition to a

conference table, the setup should include at least one easel with chart paper pad, as well as
markers, masking tape, and index cards. Having markers of three different colors is helpful for

editing the KRAs generated in group sessions.

3.3.2 Initial Briefing

Assuming the steps recommended in the implementation p1ln have been carried o:it, porticipants

should be aware of the purposes of the measurement process for their organi2ation. Next, an
initial briefing should be providea at the MCT meetings. This briefing Svould accomplish the

following objectives:

1. Explain the steps in the MGEEM measurement development process-

2. Create the proper mental set for KRA development; and
3. Explain KRAs and discuss their role in the MGEEM process.

A recommended agenda and example of this initial briefing are provided in Appendix D.

3.3.3 Posing the Question

Tne facilitator uses the nominal group technique (NGT) (see Delbecq, Van de ven, & Gustafson,

1975) to initiate the MGEEM process by writirg a question to be answered on a sheet of chart

paper and hanging it on the wall where it can tL seen by all participants. In Icsing this

questior, the facilitator should say:

THIS IS THE QUESTION I WOULD LIKE YCU TO ANS.'Ek. (At this poipt, write the

following question on the chart paper.) "What types or categories of results does
the Air Force expect this organization (name the target oegarization) to

accomplish?"

AS YOU THINK ABOUT THIS QUESTION, ALL OF YOU SHOULD PUT YOURSELVES IN THE POSITION
OF THE COMMANDER OF YOUR ORGANIZATION. IN OTHER .ORDS, TODAY, YOU ARE PLAYING EOSS;
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3.3.4 Silent Generation of Answers

Participants are then asked to "silertl) generate" answers to the questior posed by the
facilitator. This process is important since the esulting answers serve as the primary content
for the remainder of the p-ucess. Sufficient timc cnould be allowed so that participants do not
feel rushed and have time to reflect on their answers. Usujally 10 to IE minutes is sufficient.
To begin this process, the facilitator should say:

ON A SHEET OF PAPER WRITE A LIST LF YOUR ANSWERS TO THIS QLSTION. -LEASE DO THIS
lNDIVIDUALLY wITHOUT DISCUSS:ON. TAKE AS NlUH TIME AS YCU NEED TO F-LY ANSWER THE

QUESTION. DOES ANYONE HAVE ANY PROBLEMS WITH TI;E QULETION AS IT IS STATED? (At
this point, so:;;e participants may want to chanje a word or discuss tre question.
Minor changes in wording can be made in order to help participants accept the
question. It is important that participants become committed to tte task at this
point.) IF THERE ARE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS, THEN BEGIN.

3.3.5 Round-Robin Listing

In this activity, answers generated by irdividual pa Liciparts ir thie first phase are
recorded on chart paper as quickly as possible. This process is conducted without comment or
discussion, except for clarification in crder to accurately and licbily record answers. The
facilitator moves around the group in round-robin fashion, getting one answer from each
participant. This process ccntinues until all participants say "p3ss." indicating that all of
their answers have been recorded.

Tc begin this process, the facilitator should saj:

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO HAVE YOU READ YOUR ANSWERS ONE AT A TIME SO THAT WE CAN RECORD
THEM ON CHART PAPER. THE OBJECTIVE IS TO WRITE YOUR ANSWERS AS QUICKLY AS
POSSIBLE; THEREFORE, WE WILL NOT HAVE ANY DISCUSSION Dr ANSWERS AS THEY ARE
WRITTEN, EXCEPT TO CORRECT INACCURACIES. I WILL START WITH - (name a participant)
- THEN PROCEED AROUND THE TABLE IN ROUND-ROBIN FASHION UNTIL ALL YOUR ANiSWERS HAVE
BEEN TRANSFERRED TO THE CHART PAPER. (Name a participant;, WILL YOU SiiE ME ONE
ANSWER OFF YOUR LIST? (Once the answer is written, ask the participant if the item
is OV. If not, then make any necessary corrections. If it is OK, then proceeo to

the next person and writ- his/her first answer. Continue ir th4is marrer until all
answers are on the chart paper.)

A sample listing of original KRAs from a food service onranization is shown in Table 3.

3.3.6 Discussion and Clarification

Once all answers (KRAs) are listed, the facilitatcr leads the group through a revie%
process. The purpose of the review process is to provide an opportunity to mocify KRAS so as tc
improve their clarity and accuracy and -educe overlap. At this t ..;e, paiticipants may ask

questions to have the meaning of KRAs explained. Another purpose of the reýIEw process is to
combine KRAs, as appropriate, to remove redundancy or to achieve a consisttrt level of KRA
specificity. KRAs may be combined if they are too narrow or specific. Consistent specificity
can be achieved by breaking KRAs that are too broad into two or more r.RAs. As ý juide, a typical
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Initial KRA list might contain from 30 to S0 answers. Following discussion and clarification,

this number should be reduced by 20t to 40%. The modified list of original KRAs in Table 3 is

shown in Table 4.

Table 3. Original Key Result Areas (KRAs) - Food Service

1. Provide quality meals to customers.
2. Best possible variety of food.
3. Ensure effective training programs.
4. Quality facilities.

5. Equipment turno.er - S-year plan for replacement of equipment.
6. Organize and manage supervisors to operate facilities.
7. Maintain acceptable/sanitary housekeeping conditions.
8. Maintain effective relationships with other base agencies.
9. Satisfy customers through consistent quality, variety, service, ard

quality facilities.

10. Maintain adequate manpower to reach objectives.
11. Effective quality assurance evaluation.
12. Control and safeguard inventory - food and supplies.

13. Provide sufficient personnel to satisfy deployment needs without
sacrificing production at home or exceeding normal work hours.

14. Set a good example for people to follow - support the people; maintain
standards; reward and recognize people; maintain morale, esprit, and job
satisfaction; and maintain quality facility for staff.

15. Meet the required schedules and respond to emergency needs.

16. Support the wing/base mission, and maintain effective relationships
with other agencies.

17. Make productive/efficient use of available resources; obtain adequate
funding for equipment/supplies.

18. Maintain fiscal accountability.
19. Continue to improve operations rather than stagnate.
20. Compliance with regulations; e.g., fiscal accountability, meeting

suspenses, inventory control, sanitation, budgeting, and obtaining funding.
21. Satisfy wing commander.
22. Be versatile, creative, innovative, and imaginative.

23. Support his/her people.
24. Food service long-range planning.
25. Maintain required documentation.
26. Be able to tell your boss *like it is."
27. Manage the gray areas.
28. Identify, report, and follow up on equipment maintenance.

29. Develop realistic budgets and obtain funding.
30. Provide satisfactory workplace for our people.
31. Provide quality food at L rrect selling price.
32. Zero defects on fraud, waste, and abuse.
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Table 4. Original Key Result Areas (KRAs) - Food Service
Following Discussion and Clarification

2. Best posble~ vset of feed.
3. Ensure effective training programs.
4. Quality facilities.

5. Equipment turnover - 5-year plan for replacement of equipment.

6. grgamie. and maag smprvie: be epeiate feeilit;..,.
7. Maintain acceptable/sanitary housekeeping conditions.

8. Maintain effective relationships with other base agencies.
9. Satisfy customers through consistent qualit), variety, service, a•d

quality facilities.

11. Effective quality assurance evaluation.
12. Control and safeguard inventory - food and supplies.
13. Provide sufficient personnel to satisfy deployment needs without

sacrificing production at home or exceeding normal work hours.
14. Set good example for people to follow - support the people; maintain

standards; reward and recognize people; maintain morale, esprit, and job

satisfaction; and maintain quelity facility for staff.

15. Meet required schedules and respond to emergency needs.
16. Support the wing/base mission, and maintain effective relationships with

other agencies.
17. Make produCtive/efficient use of available resources; obtain adequate

funding for equipment/supplies.

18. Maintain fiscal accountability.

19. Continue to improve operations rather than stagnate.
20. Compllanze with regulations; e.g.. fiscal accountability, meeting

suspenses, inventory control, sanitation, budgeting, and obtairing funding.
21. Satisfy wing commander.
22. Be versatile, creative, innovative, and imaginative.

24. Fe servisel•.4-nef-- .,,,.-*e---

27. Maomare the gi-ay a•ea-s

28. +4emtlf., -eport, &Ad follo p u n eoq eill *-pmcnt tt•-AMe.

?9. 610VOIGp Pejiatc WidgetS 8nd GhtaIR fW~dlR.g
30. Provide 9 fa%- hpi. for

31. p•-ovide q z49 F, e at ..... s4,ig .. i..

3.3.7 Vote 1

Participants ere next asked to select KRAs from the original list which tl:ey feel are the

most important for the unit. The facilitator determinps the number to be selected. Jenerally,
having the group select 5 to 7 is reconmended. Although liniting KRAs tu this number is

difficult, It helps the group focus on an appropridte level of specificity. It also serves to
highlight areas of agreement or disagreement within the group with respect to the priorities of

the organization.

The facilitator can conduct the votiný process as tollo0s:
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NOW THAT YOU HAVE HAC AN OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS T'E KRAs, IT IS ':ME TO PRIORITIZ

THEM. PLEASE BEAR W;TH ME BECAUSE THIS VOTIN.G PROCESS IS A BIT TEDIOUS. HOWEVER,

IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU FOLLOW THE PROCESS EXACTLY. YOU WILL LSE ThE INDEX CARDS

ON THE TABLE. EACH PERSON SHOULD HAVE SEVEN (7) INDEX CARDS.

FIRST. LOOK AT THE KRAs WHICH REMAIN. (At this point, the facilitator circles in

red or, the chart paper the numbers of the KRAs eligible for voting). FROM THIS

LIST OF KRAs, SELECT 'HE SEVEN WHICH YOU FEEL ARE MOST IMPORTANT !N TERMS OF

ANSWERING THE QUESTION WE INITiALLY POSED. REMEMBER. AS YOU MAKE THIS SELECTION.

YOU SHOULD VIEW THIS PROCCSS FROM THE UNIT COMMANDER'S VIEWPOINT. THAT IS, WH.CH

OF THESE ITEMS WOULD THE COMMANDER CONSIDER MOST IMPORTANr? ONCE YOU HAVE SELECTED

SEVEN KRAs. WRITE EACH KRA AND ITS NUMBER, ONE AT A TIME, ON THE INDEX CARDS YOU

HAVE BEEN GIVEN. WRITE THE KRA NUMBER IN THE UPPER LEFT CORNER OF THE CARD AND THE

KRA ITSELF It. THE MIDDLE OF THE CARD. (It is helpful for the faciliator to draw a

sample card on the cnart paper to illustrate where to write the KRA and its number.)

13

KRA

WHEN YOU HAVE COMIPLETED TH!S STEP, LAY OUT ALL 7 -ARDS ON THE TABLE IN fRONT OF YOU.

CONSIDER ,)NL THE SEVEN CARDS IN FROT OF YOU. OF THESE SEVEN KRAs, W'!ýH IS MOST

IMPORTANY? SELECT THAT KRA AND WRITE THE NuMBER 7 ' N THE LOWER RIGHT CORNER OF THE

CARD. TURN THAT CARD OVER. (The facilitator should illustrate this b., writing the

number in the lower right corner of the card drawn on the chart paper.)

.3

KRA

OF THE SIX REMAINING KRAs. WHICH IS LEAST IMPORTANT? WRITE THE N'.MbER I IN THE

O4ER RIGHT CORNER OF THAT CARD. TURN THE CARD OVER. OF THE FIVE REMAINING KRAs,

SELE^T THE ONJE THAT IS MOST IMPORTANT AND WRITE A 6 IN THE L06ER RIVHT CORNER OF

THE CARE. TURN THE CARD OvER. OF THE FOUR REMAINtING KRAs, SELECT THE ONE THAT IS

LEAST IMPORTANT AND WRITE A 2 IN THE LOWER RIGHT CORNER. TURN THE CARD OVER. OF

THE REMAINING THREE KRAs, SELECT THE ONE THAT IS MOST IMPORTANT ANC i,R!TE A 5 IN

THE LOWER RIGHT CORNER OF THE CARD. TURN THE CARD OVER. OF THE REMAINING TWO

PRAs, SELECT THE ONE THAT IS LEAST IMPORTANT ANO WRITE A 2 IN THE LOWER RIGHT

CORNER. TURN THE CARD OVER. WRITE A 4 IN THE LOWER RIGHT CORNER OF THE REMAINING

CARD. THIS COMPLETES THE VOTING PROCESS. PLEASE CIVE ME YOUR CARCS. (As the

vctez are tallied, it is 3 convenient time to give the group a breik. The tally

cdn be -ecorded as shown In Table 5.)



Table 5. Food Service Key Result Areas - Vote 1 Results

(Voting Instructions to eight group members: Select tne seven KRAs that you

feel are most important)

KRA NO. VOTING PATTERN VOTING SUMMARY

3. 5-2-4-4-4 5/19a

4. 1-3-4-1 4/9
5. 4-1-5-1-3 5/14

7. 2-5 2,'7

8. 4 1/4

9. 7-7-6-6-1-7-5-7 8/46

11. 3-2 2,5

12. 3 1/3

13. 2-2 2/4

14. 6-4-7-6-2-6 6/31

15.

16. 6-5-7-7-7 5/32

17. 3-5-2-6-6 5/,22

18. 3-1-3 3/7

19. 3 1,13

20. 2-4-1 3/7

21.

22. 1-5-5 3/11

aindicates that five of the eight participants selected KRA Number 3.

and the sum of Its assigned weights was 19 (5+2+4+4+4).

3.3.8 Tallying the Voting Results

The facilitator tallies the results of the voting as follows:

1. Generate a chart paper sheet, listing in the left column in ascending order the numbers

of all KRAs that survived the discussion an,; clarification process. An example is shown in Table

5 under the column marked "KRA NO." Note in Table 4 that KRAs 1, 2, f, 10, and 23 through 32 did

not survive the discussion and clarification process and, consequently, do not ajppear In Table 5.

Z. Sort the index cards fron. the eight participants Into stacks according t. the KRA numbe's

in the upper left corners of the cards.

3. Pick up the stack of index cards with the lowest KRA nimber. In Table 5, the lowest

remaining KRA number is 3. For the index cards In this stack, record in the middle column on the

chart paper (the columr In Table 5 labeled "VOTING PATTERN") the weights assigned In vote 1 by

the team members. These weights are the numbers in the lower right coener of the stack of cards

for KRA 3. As shown in Table 5, KRA 3 was selected by five participants who gave weights of

5-2-4--4 4.

4. Finally., record In fractional form, in the right column of the chart paper (in Table 5,

this Is 1Abeled "VOTING SUMMARY"), a summary of the voting results for the KRAs. The numerator

Is the number of team members who selected the KRA as important, and the denominator is the sum

of the weiqhts assigned by the team members who thought the KRA was important. The fraction for

KRA 3 Is 5/19. Five team members identified KRA 3 as important, and the sum of their assigned

weights is 19 (5+2+4+4+4).

5. Continue this process for each KRA. An example of results is shown in Table 5.
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3.3.9 Discussion of Vote 1

The discussion that follows the first vote is an important step in the MGEEM process with

respect to (a) the quality of the resulting product and (b) the degree of participant commitment

to the result. If there is complete consensus following vote 1, this discussion is unnecessary.
However, complete consensus is rare at this point. Therefore, the purpose of this discussion is

to bring out additional information that will promote consensus and modify KRAs in ways that will
promote greater consensus. The facilitator's role is to guide the group through this discussion,

always focusing on the KRAs and on ways to make them more meaningful, less ambiguous, or more

accurately stated. The facilitator should use the voting pattern from vote I as the starting

point for this discussion. The discussion should center around KRAs for which more than one

participant voted, but which show a reasonably wide spread in the voting pattern. For example,
in discussing the voting pattern shown in Table 5, the facilitator might say:

NOW WE ARE GOING TO DISCUSS THE VOTING PATTERN THAT RESULTEC FROM YOUR FIRST VOTE.

AS YOU CAN SEE, THE GROUP DOES NOT SEE THINGS EXACTLY THE SAME WAY. IN THIS

DISCUSSION, WE WILL BE ATTEMPTING TO MAKE THE KRAs BETTER, NOT "TWIST YOUR ARMS" TO

GET YOU TO VOTE IN A CERTAIN WAY. HOWEVER, IT IS OUR GOAL TO ACHIEVE AS MUCH
AGREEMENT AS POSSIBLE AMONG GROUP MEMBERS.

LET'S LOOK FIRST AT KRA NUMBER 3. FIVE PEOPLE VOTED FOR TH:S KRA AND THREE PEOPLE
DID NOT. THOSE WHO SELECTED IT RATED IT 5-2-4-4-4. WOULD SOMEONE WHO BELIEVES
THAT THIS KRA IS IMPORTANT PLEASE TELL US WHAT CAUSED YOU TO SELECT IT? (Now allow

time for this person to point out the strengths - I or 2 Irinutes is sufficient -

don't allow long speeches.) WOULD ANYONE ELSE LIKE TO SAY WHY THEY VOTED FOR THIS
KRA? (Continue until anyone who wants to talk has had the opportunity to argue
briefly for the KRA.)

NOA, COULD SOMEONE WHO DID NOT SELECT THIS KRA TELL WHY YOU LID NOT BELIEVE THIS IS

ONE OF THE TOP KRAs? (Continue the discJsslon, as before, until all issues are
aired.)

NOW THAT WE HAVE HEARD THlIS DISCUSSION, WHAT CHANGES SHOULD WE MAKE IN THE KRA?
SHOULD IT BE COMBINED WITH ANOTHER KRA? (The facilitator is guided by the group

either to make no changes to the KRA, to modify it, to delete it, or to combine it
with another KRA. If a KRA is to be combined with another, draw a line through the

KRA and beside it write the number of the KRA with which it is being combined,

encircling the number as shown in Table 4.)

The discussion should seek consensus by making sure group members share a common under-

standing of the meaning of KRAs. This is done by allowing participants to attempt to Influence

eeCh Other's Judgments by adding new information about KRAs, such as history of the organization

or future trends that may ifluence priorities, customer or higher headquarters views, etc. This
should be an open information-sharing and clarification session. It must not be a coercive,

arm-twisting discussion.

3.3.10 Vote 2

Following the discussion, the voting process carried out in 3.3.7 Is repeated for thE

remaining KRAs. Again, five to seven KRAs should be selected as the most important. If the
facilitator believes that there are important unresolvable disagreenents among the participants,

the number of KRAs may be increised from 7 to 9, although this is us.,ally unnecessary. The
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number of KRAs voted on is not necessarily the number of KRAs that will eventually be retained
and recommended to management. In this example, the KRAs eligible for Vote 2 would be all those
listed in Table 5 except Nos. 15 and 21, which were not selected by any participant in vote 1.

Those selected by vote 2 are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Food Service Key Result Areas - Vote Z Results

KRA NO. VOTING PATTERN VOTING SUMMARY RANK

3 2-4-1-6-3-2-3-3 8/24 5.5
5 1-5-6-3-2-3-2-2 8/24 5.5
9 6-7-7-7-4-6-6-7 8/50 1

1 3a 3-4-4-1 4/12 8
14 4-6-3-7-5-5-6 7/36 2
16 3-1 -5-5-1 -7-7-5 8/34 3
17 7-1-6-4-4-4 6/26 4
20 5-2-2-2-5-1-1 7/18 7

aKRA dropped by consensus following vote 2.

3.3.11 Documenting Results

Following the second vote, sufficient consensus is normally achieved, and the process can be
ended. If not, the facilitator repeats steps 3.3.9 and 3.3.10 until sufficient agreement is
obtained. Once the process is terminated, the facilitator documents the process. Forms for
recording the KRA development process are provided in Appendix E. A format for reporting the
final results of the session is shown In Table 7.

Table 7. Food Service - Final Key Result Areas

VOTE RANK KRA
(max s 8/56)
8/50 1 Customer Satisfaction. Satisfy customers

through consistent quality and variety of
food and service and through providing and
maintaining quality facilities.

7/36 2 Human Resource Management/Leadership. Maintain

a motivated work force with high morale, as-
prit, and job satisfaction; involve work force
in decision making; implement creative and
innovative practices; encourage high perfor-

mance through recognizing and rewarding
personnel; and provide leadership by example.

8/34 3 Support. Maintain productive relationships
with other base agencies supported and
upon whom the organization depends for
Support.

6/26 4 Productivity of Resources. Make productive/
efficient ose of all available resources.

8/24 5.5 Equipment Availability. Provide equipment re-

quired to accomplish the food service mission.

8/24 5.5 Training Effectiveness. Ensure that
personnel are effectively trained.

7/18 7 Administrative Compliance. Comply with Air
Force/MAJCOM regulations and requirements.
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3.4 Developing Indicators

The next step in the MGEEM process is the development of performance indicators. Performance
indicators are the measurement tools used to know if KRAs are being accomplished. Indicators may
take several forms, although they typically are ratios which compare some aspect of performance
(e.g., number of transdctions processed successfully) to some reference point (e.g., total number
of transactions processed) or to some measure of resource input (e.g., number of hours worked).
In practice, it is common to relatE the ratio for a point in time to a base period to detect
changes in an indicator from one measurement period to another. In the MGEEM ptocess, indicator
development is a multi-step process. The steps involve indicator definition, prioritization of
indicators, management review and refinement, ard implementation. These steps are discussed in
the sections which follow.

3.4.1 Convening the Indicator Development Team

The indicator development team is Team B. Considerations in selecting the members of this
team are outlined in Section 3.2. Once selected, the indicator development team members are
invited to the indicator development session. This invitation should come from the unit
commander of tne target organization. The invitation memo or letter Shouid contain information
about the time and location of the session, its purpose, and the amount of time required.

3.4.2 Briefing Team B Members

Team B members should be given the overview briefing given to Team A (see Section 3.3.2). In
addition, the iritial briefing of Team B siould Include identification of the characteristics of
good indicators, an overview of Indicator types, and sample indicators from other Air Force
organizations. A recommended agenda and briefing are in Appendix F. following the briefing,
Team 8 members should be given the quiz in Appendix G to serve as a review and to heighten the
distinction between efficiency and effectiveness. The facilitator should stress this distinction
because Air Force organizations tend to pay more attention to effectiveness (accomplishing
mission ortctives/ than to efficiency (the best use of resources to produce products and
services).

3.4.3 Discussion of KRAs Developed by Team A

Prior to indicator development, Team B members should review the final KRAs developed Dy Team
A. In the example of KRA development given above, Team B would be asked to review the data
preserted in Table 7. The facilitator should ask one of the Team B members who w•as also a Team A
member to comment on each of the KRAs. The purpose of this review is not .o modify KRAs, but to
provide Team B members with A framework for thinking aboLt the mission of the organization and to
achieve a sense of their "ownership" of the KRAs. If the KRAs are presented as a fait accompli
to Team B, some resistance may develop.

3.4.4 Using the Nominal Group Technique (NGT) to Develop Indicators

The NGT process is again used to develop indicators. The process begins, as with KRA
development, with the facilitator's writing on chart paper the question tc be answered and
nanging the sheet on the wall where all can see it. The facilitator begins b) sairig:
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OUR TASK IS TO DEVELOP A SET Of NnlICATORS THAT WILL ALLOW US TO DETERMINE IF THE

ORGANIZATION IS ACHIEVING THE RESULTS DESCRIBED IN THE LIST OF KRAs. WE WILL
ACCOM1.ISH THIS BY HAVING THIS GROUP ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTION FOR EACH KRA.

THE QUESTION IS: (At this point the facilitator writes the question or chart paper

or reveals the question that has previously been written.) what quantitative

indicators should the commander track on a periodic basis to tell if this KRA is

being accomplished? WE WILL ANSWER THIS QUESTION FOR EACH OF THE KRAs.

Once members of the group have indicated their understanding and acceptance of this question,

the facilitator begins the process by selecting the KRA that will be easiest to measure.

Experience shows that there is a learning curve with the MGEEM indicator development process.
The first time through the steps, Team B members are usually unsure of what is expected of them.

The KRA for which indicators are easiest to develop will be one that is concrete, product- or

service-oriented, and one for which there are Currently existing indicators. In most Air Force
organizations there are reporting requirements to higher headquarters on principal workloads.

Selecting a KRA that pertains to work products currently tracked is advised. The facilitator may
wish to allow Team B to make the decision about which KRA to use to start the indicator

development process.

For example, the facilitator could say: WE WOULD LIKE TO BEGIN WIT:i -tE KRA THAT

WILL BE EASIEST TO MEASURE. THIS WILL HELP US BECOME MORE COMFORTASLE WITH THE
PROCESS. WHICH KRA DO YOU SUGGEST?

3.4.4.1 Silent Generation of Answers. Team members are next asked to use the indicator

development worksheet in Appendix H as they think of indicators for the selected KRA. They
should be instructed to think of both efficiency and effectiveness indicators and write them an

the worksheet. The facilitator should allow sufficient time for participants to consider and
list indicators without discussion among themselves. Team members should be reminded that this

is an individual, silent task. The opportunity for discussion will come later. To begin the

process the facilitator could say:

USING THE IND*CATOR DEVELOPMENT WORKSHEET, PLEASE 1IST THE EFFICIENC4 AND
EFFECTIVENESS INDICATORS THAT YOU FEEL ARE ANSWERS TO THE QUESTION WRITTEN ON THE

CHART PAPER. PLEASE DO THIS INDIVIDUALLY WITHOUT DISCUSSION. TAKE AS NUCH TIME AS

YOU NEED TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION. BE SURE TO TRY TO DEVELOP BOTH EFFICIENCY
AND EFFECTIVENESS INDICATORS. ARE THERf ANY QUESTIONS? (TaKe time to answer any

questions posed by participants.) IF NOT, THEN BEGIN.

3.4.4.2 Round-Robin Listing. The next step Is to transfer the indicators that members have
generated onto chart paper so that all members of the team can review and discuss them. The

facilitator's task here is to move around the group, getting one indicator per person, and on the

chart paper, writing that indicator exactly as stated. After writing the indicator, the

facilitator should confirm that the indicator is properly recorded by asking the team member who

offered it if the indicator is written correctly. Once the indicator is approved, then the

facilitator moves to the next member, and so on until all memoers say "Pass.' The result of

round-robin listing mijnt appear as shown in Table 8.
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Table 8. Original Indicators - Supply

KRA No. 1 - Customer Satisfaction

1. Average Response Time/Expected Response Time

2. Customer Wait Time for Issues

3. No. of Customer Inquiries/No. of Productive Hours in Customer

Assistance Function

4. Fill Rate on Requisitions

5. No. of Documented Customer Complaints

6. Average Turnaround Time from Date of Request to Date of Delivery

by Priority Category

7. No. of Complaints About Quality of the Product That Are

Resolved/Total No. of Complaints About Product Qualitj

8. Percentage of Customers Responding to Survey Who Report Satisf-.:ion

with Supply Service

9. No. of Complaints Received/No. of Transactions Processeo

10. Average Requisition Processing Time

11. Customer Inquiries Satisfied/Customer Inquiries Received

12. Supply Transactions Processed;No. of Productive Hours

3.4.4.3 Discussion end Clarification. The next step is reviewing the list of indicators

produced. Here, the facilitator leads the group through a consideration of eact indicator one at

a time. This review could begin with the facilitator's saying:

WE NOW HAVE A CHANCE TO DISCUSS EACH OF THE PROPOSED INDICATORS. AT 7,!IS STAGE IN
THE PROCESS, WE ARE TRYING TO REFINE THE INDICATORS TO MAKE THEM MORE PRECISE. WE

ARE ALSO CONCERNED WITH REDUCING REDUNDANCY AMONG THE INDICATORS. NOW, LET'S LOOK
AT INDICATOR NUMBER 1. ARE THERE AN- QUESTIONS ABOUT WHAT THIS INDICATOR MEANS?

HOW OFTEN WOULD THIS INDICATOR BE TRACKED? WEEKLY? MONTHLY? QUARTERLY?

ANNUALLY? DOES IT nVERLAP ANY OTHER INDICATORS ON THE LIST? IF SC, WHICH ONE

SHOULD WE KEEP?

The facilitator should procceJ in this manner tthro~gh the list of indicators. At tIe

beginning of the discussion and clarification step, there will be d list such 3s that shown -I
Table 8; at the end of the step, the list might look liki that in Table 9.
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Table 9. Original Indicators - Supply - Following Discussion
and Clarification

KRA No. 1. Customer Satisfaction Tin, e Derioa

1, Av.era~ge-Ae~sppcn ;mo TlimoEpoesge Responte TimG

2. Customer 6ait Time for Issues P'onthly

3. NO. of Customer Inquiries/No. of Productive Hcurs in Custurmer
Assistance Function Vor1thly

4. Fill Rate on Requisitions !.°'nthly

•5 . .. ... o Be tim p •e . ....... 6 mpl i

7. Ne-r of ComFV3Irpts Ato.A. Qilitj of the Pre-d..t 4at A-e

AR44e&.T-e4doW4 No. elf Gemlaiots Abomt Pr. ovt euality

8. Percentage of Customers Responding to Survey Who Report Semi-A.%-•ally
Satisfaction with Supply Service

9. No. of Comolairts Received/No. of Transactions Processed N1onthly

10. Average Requisition P-ocessing Time 'Mcnttly

11. Customer Inquiries Satisfied;Customer Inquiries Received '.centhly

12. Supply Transactions ProCessed'No. of m'roductive HOurs !.'anthly

3.4.4.a ,ote I. This steF of the MGEEM process serves to eliminatE undesirable anr
impractical indicators. It also, produces a ranking of indicators with espect to theie
importance as judged by Team B members. This information is valualle to the comrmanler as dr.
indication of the performance areas perceived as Important y hit her subo-dinates. To the
extent that the most important areas are -ot current!) b1eng tracked I• t'., organization,
attention should be dedicated to doing so. If this is not feasible, then the commander should
explain to the organization why it is not necessary.

If, after the preceding step, there are less than five indicators, their r-inkinq can us.Jal1
be done by consensus. Consensus ranking has two steps, which may be explained thc facilitator
as follows:

OF TiE REMAINING INDICATORS, WHICHi IS T1 r1OST IM•PORTANT ;ý. FERMS OF "thSWERING TfIE
QUESTION WE iNITIALLY POSED? (At this point someone will say a -. rber; e.g.,
number 2.) O.K., IS THERE ANY 0B6LCTIGrý TO LISTING NUMBER 2 AS ThE K',2ST I'F[,:TANT
INDICATOR? (if no objection Is stated, then move to the ncxt item Ur'il all have
been ranked.)

Once the indicators have been ranked, the facilitator dsks the group to detlmine how many ;f
the ranked indicators are of sufficient value that mna:•.mert shouli be enco.r-:7ed to track them
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on an ongoing basis. That is, the group should decide whether the organization's resources

should be committed to measuring the indicators. This feasibility review proceds in reverse

order of the rankings. Assuminý that four indicatorL had been ranked hj consensus, the

facilitator would point to indicatur rank number tour and say:

SHOULD THE ORGANIZATION COMMIT RESOURCES TO CAPTURE AND REPORT THIS ItFORMATION?

SHOULD WE KEEP THIS INDICATOR ON OUR LIST?

If the consensus is "no," then drop that indicator &nd move up to the ntxL. The process

continues until an indicator is encountered that at least some members feel should be retained,

Total consensus is required to drop cn indicator. Since the indicators are addressed in reverse

order of importance, the first indicator that the group decides to keep ends the review process,

and all remaining indicators are ccnsidered valid. If the discussion and clarification step

results in more than five indicators, a vote is recommended. Prior to the vote, each team member

should be given a set of five index cards. The facilitator then instructs tie jrQ.p as follows:

PLEASE REVIEW THE INDICATORS THAT REMAIN AFTER COMPLETION OF THE DISCUSSION AND

CLARIFICATION STEP. SELECT THE FIVE INDICATORS THAT YOU FEEL ARE THE MOST

IMPORTANT IN TERMS OF ANSWERING THE QUESTION POSED AT THE BEGINNINfG OF ',.S PROCESS.

ONCE YOU HAVE SELECTED FIvE INDICATORS, WRITE THEM - ONE PER CARD - -t. THE INDEX

CARDS PROVIDED. THE INDICATOR STATEMENT SHOULD BE WRITTEN IN TvE C,"-TER OF THE

CARD AND THE NUMBF11 OF THE INDICATOR FROM THE ChiART PAPER SHOULD 2E ";T:'TEN IN THE

UPPER LEFT CORNER OF THE -ARD. (t this pcint, the facilitator shou!k illustrate

this on chart piper as shown below.)

9

No. of Complaints Receivec'NJo.

of Transactions Processed

NOW THAT YOU HAVE SELECTED FIVE INDICATORS, SPREAD) THE FIVE INDEX CAR,] OUT ON THE

TABLE IN FRONI Ur YOU SO THAT YOU CAN SAE ALL FIVL LARDS.

LOOKING AT THE FIVE CARDS IN FRONT OF YOU, rICK THE INCICATOR ThAT IS MOST

IMPORTANT IN TERMS OF ITS ANSWER TO THE QUESTION POSED AT THE SIART OF THIS

SESSION. ONCE YOU HAVE SELECTED THE INDICATOR, INDICATE YOUR CHOICE BY WRITING A 5

IN THE LO0ER RIGHT CORNER OF THE CARD. YOUR CARD SHOULD LOOK LIKE THIS. (Using

the card previously drawn on chart paper (see above), write a 5 in the lower right

corner of the card as shown b'elow.)

9

No. of Complaint3 Received/No.

of Transactions Processed

5
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NOW, TURN THAT CARD OVER. FROM THE FOUR REMAINING INDICATORS, SELECT 10E INDICATOR
THAI IS LEAST WMPORTANT IN TERMS OF ITS ANSWFR TO ThE QLEMTION. INUICATE YOUR

CHOICE BY RRITING A I IN THE LOWER RIGHT CORNER Or rHAT 0ARD. TURN lil CARD OVER.

NEXT, FROM THE THREE REMAINING CARDS, SELECT THE INDICATOR THAT IS MOT IMPORTANT
AND WRITE A 4 IN THE LOWER RIGHT CORNER. TURN THAT CARD OVER.

FROM THE Th;O RF_',AINING INC.ICATORS, SELECT THE ONE THAT IS LEAST IMPORTANT AND WRITE

A 2 IN THE LOWER RIGHT HAND CORNER. FOR THE REMAINING INDICATOR, WRITE A 3 IN THE

LOWFR RIGHT CORNER.

After this vote is completed, the facilitator collects the cards and, if appropriate, allows

participants to take a short break while the vote results are tallied. If a break is not needed,
the facilitator directs participants to tegin silent generation cf indicators for tt-e next KRA.

The facilitator should tally the results of the voting according to the procedure described ir,

3.3.8: (a) Generate a chart paper sheet with the numbers for all indicators that survived the
discussion and clarification proces; in the left column in ascending order. Example results fcor

an 8-member team jre shown in TaHle 10. Note under the colunr n;rked "INDICATOR NO" that
indicators 1, E, t, ard 7 shown in Table 9 did not survive the liscussior and clarification
process and, consequently, do not cppear in Table 10. (b) Sort the index carJs intc stacks

according to the KRA roioters in the upper left corners of the cards. (c) Pick up the stack of

index cards with the lowest indicator nuNber. In the case of the inoicator3 in Table 10, the
lowest indicator number is 2. For the index cards in this stack, write in the second column cn
the chart paper (the cclu.n in Table 10 marked "VOTING PA'TERN") tne weights assigned in vote 1

by the team meibers. These weights are the numbers in the lower right corner of the stack ut

cards for indicator L. Indicator 2 was selected Ly four of the seven participants, who gave it

weights of 1-1-5-2. Id) Finally, in the right column of the chart paper (see Table 10) labele.
"VOTING SUMMARY," write the fracticrs which summarize the voting results for the indicators. Tre

numerator is the number of team members who selected the indicator as important, and t'e

denominator is tke sum of the weights assigned by the team members who thout.t the indicator %js
important. The fraction for indicator 2 is 4/9. Four team members identifieo indicator 2 as

important, and the sum of their assigned weights is ; (1+1+5+2).

Table 10. Voting Tally Sheet - Indicators Vote 1

Function: Supply
KRA No. 1. Customer Satisfaction

INOICAiOR NO0. vjTINu -TlEt'N wII!- S0ui'Y'.-
2 1-1-5-2 4/9

3 5-2-1 -4-1 -4-1 -2 8/2C

S3-3 2/6

6/12

9 3-3-3-0-4 S.If.

LC 5-5-2

i1 4-4-5.3-4-1-4

1Z 4-2-2-! -. Q_.,

No--al ly one vote is sufficic-t to screen and prioritize indicators. -owever, if t,;e

facilitator feels trat the group tis nct 3dequately discussed the indicators Or if there is a

strong split in tie ,oup (as sha~n by the voting pattern), then additional disc.ssion ari a
second vote i. wa'arted. However, the nee, for a second vote is rare,
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Following the tally, the facilitator begifs another cycle b.y picking the ncvt KRA ano having

the group develop individual ar,•wers to the question of how test to measure the KkA (see 3.4.4.1).

3.4.5 Documenting the Process

The facilitator must ensure that the total process is documented. The inicator development

worksheet in Appendix m suggests a format for this dccumentition. For each KRA, the facilitator

should record the original indicators suggested, the voting pattern. and the final indicators.

Table 11 is an example of a final indicator report.

Table 11. Final Indicators

Key Result Area No. 1 - Customer Satisfaction

VOTING SUMMARY RANK It.: LATCGR
(Max - 8,,401

7,2 1 No. ,f cist i tr i:,..i;ts satisfied!

No. of cust. incr i' i ir c- received

mor.t y)

8120 2 '1.. of cusui~r inui re.n.'No. ci
p,,,aý.ctivE t,,jrs iF, customrr

assistanct furcticn !rronthly)

5/18 3.o. of ;omrlaintý rt.ceived/No. of

transa~ticrs prOCessed tmonthly)

6/12 4 Percentage of customers respond-

ing to surv-, who rtp.,Crt satistlc-

tion with. •upply cervice (semi-

annrually)

3.5 Screening Indicators and Identifying Data Sources

Once Tearn B has completed its Lask of defining and priý,ritizing indicators for each KRA, tle

indicators are revjcwe,1 L) the management of the target orginization. The essential participar'.s
in this revic. are the commander o, the target rrganizator, .3hC t'he measurement facilitotor. Tr'

commander may want tc include in this review grop the p-son whO is mcst kno..edgeable of 'he

administrative practices of the organization and ott.er ,. n Ifiragers %,tose support is needed .u
implement the measurement process,

3.5.1 Preparing Handout Materials

Prior to the review session, the facilitator ensures that there art suttciert copies of the

final indicator lists for Each KRA (Tatle 11) to pass oit to atte:,dees. These lists, are t.e

primary ir.put to this revieý session. In additicn, the faciilitdthr should 'ave an adeqate
nun'bjer of indicator review sheets iAppendix I) to record the results of the revitw session. C .e
copy of the indicato: review sheet Is needed for each partici pant, an,6 tre fzcilitator needs o'e

copy for each indicator so ttat nt she car record resAlts. Ideally, the lists of indicators

(Table 11) can be dis'iuute,: to .0i participants refore the meeting sc, they can review t-e
indicators in advance.
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3.5.2 Convening the Review Session

The facilitator should schedule a review session with the unit commander. Fron: 2 to 3 hours

should be set aside for this review.

3.5.3 Conducting the Review

The purpose of the session is to review all indicators recommended by Team 5, in rrder to

select those to be used to measure performance ir. the target organization. In reviewilig

indicators, the management team has several options: delete an indicator, modify an indicator,

retain an indicator as stated, or defer action on selection until further research is done to

examine its feasibility. The facilitator should press for decisions on all indicators. Part of

the decision process relative to deleting, retaining, or modifying indicators involves

considering sources of data used for their creation. Therefore, the ficilitator recis to capture

the data source as specifically as possible for any indicator to be reLaineG. The indicator

review form establishes structure in the indicator review meeting. To begin the meeting, the

facilitator distributes i review form to each participant, then says:

OUR FURPOSE IS TO DECICE WHICH INDICATORS WILL UE INCLLOED !N THE FINAL INDICATOR

SET FOR TvIS 2RGANIZATION (The flow chart of the five questions showr telow is

presented to tL group on chart paper.) THIS FLOW CHART HIGhLIG1TS THE :MPORTANT
CONSIDERATIONS IN OUR EVALUATION OF IND!CAT'1S. ;OR EACH INLICATOR, I ASK YOU
THE FOLLOWING iLESTiGNS:

1. CO YCU CURRENTLY TRACK THIS INDICATOR IN THIS FORM?

2. [D YOU CC,.SIDER THIS J.•DICATOR IMPORTANT IG TKA2-v, NILE TO HAVE, CR '2',•CESSARY

TO TRACK Ck A FORMAL BASIS?

3. IF THE I'..IATOR IS IMPORTANT TO TRALK, AtE YOL SATISFIEý 5ITt THE .A' IT IS
•ORDED?

4. 3O DATA tURRENTLY EXIST TO CREATE THI3 !NO'CATCR? IF SO, WHERE? !F ,.CT, HOW

AiLL THE DATA dE CAPTURED?

5. IS THE INLICATUR FEASIB.E TO TRACK? IN OTHER !ORDS, IS ThE EENEý1T OF THE DATA
WORTH TmE CJST Ur PASU!INj?

THESE ARE TrE CLESTION;S WE WILL CONS;DER. IF AN i0,Ir;TOR !S JLZED AS NOT IW'CtHTANT OR

NOT FEASiBLE, TtE?4 IT WILL BE DELETED M THE INDICATOR SET. ARE YOU READY TO

PROCEEI? O.K. :CCk AT KRA NO. 1, INDICATOR NUMBER I. UC YC- LURREPNTLY TRACK THIS

INDICATOR IN THIS K)TM? (The facilititur proceeds iii this fashion intij all indicators
have teen considered.)

3.5.4 Ducumentlng Results

Following the review session, the facilitator prepare, a rC-ýort of results. The report '

givet to the commander of the target urit. The facilitator shculd strcny'' recommend trat

Information ir the report be s.,'-•dr by the ý.onmande- with all XGEEVI participonts, along witr. h

statement of the commander's plan to -se tnL irdicator.. Tablt 12 suy~estr. forrat for this

report.



Table 12. Format for Documenting Results of Indicator Review
Session - Base Weather Detachmenta

KRA 1: Mobility (Wartime Role): Be prepared tc deploy with customers
(SAC and MAC) to provide weather support, forecasting, and observing
to flight crews and commander, at operating locations.

Five indicators, as follows:

Number of components of mobility kit on hard (e.g.,
(a) climatological, geographical, equipment) Tabulate from

Number of components required for mobility Xohility 9hecklist

(b) Nunber cf kits per tasked area Tabulate from
Plans and Kits

(c) Number of items serviceable (per kit) Tabulate from
Number of items in kit Plans and Kits

'--P.ber of people who respond on time with all
(d) personal gear Log Required

Total number of people on mobility

Nurnmer of observations using TACMET equiprrernt that
(e) verify with observations taken with standard equipment Not Available

Number of observations with TACMET equipment

KRA 2: Observing weather events: Accurate and timely observation,
recording, and dissemination of !otices of weather events.

Four indicators, as follows:

trnber of observations by observer that agree with
(a) observations taken by station chief

Number of otservations compared hiot Availeble

(b) Number of correct entries on Form 10
Total number of entries '•omput.r Rport

Scores on tests uf observing principles, determining Not Available
(c) proficiency, and familiarlzatlon with manuals anG

operating procedures ind equipment

(d) Number of Iccal observations taken (electro-writer) T.Dulat6 froui
Number of Iccal cbservatlons required Electro-

ý4riter 1-heet

etc.

aSo *rcps of datA to form incicators •hown in ri;.t column.
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3.6 Pitfalls to Avoid

Experience in applying the KFEEM suggests the potential for a number of problems and mistakes

to occur. If anticipated, however, they can be avoided. This section identifies these potential

problems and mistakes and suggests ways to avoid them or deal with them.

3.6.1 Degree of Facilitator Influence

The MGEEM is a participative methodology in which the target organization defines KRAs and

indicators that its members believe to be important. It is essential to remember that

participation increases greatly the probability of acceptance and use of the resulting

productivity measurement system by the target organization. It is therefore necessary that the

facilitator not exert his/her will on the group since that tends to reduce the participants'

sense of ownership Of the KRAs and indicators.

The role of the facilitator is to use the MGEEM process to guide organizationil participants

toward consensus and high quality results. The facilitator plays that role best by ensuring that

teams follow the prescribed procedures closely. With respect to the quality of the content, the

facilltator's role is to raise questions about KRAs and indicators that may be weak. For

example, a facilitator's comment with respect to an irdicator could be as follows:

WHAT ARE .E REALLY MEASURING HERE? or WHAT ARE WE COUNTING !N THIS INDICATOR?

Such a remark could be helpful in guiding the group to look critically at -ar indicator. On

the other hand, consider the following comment:

THIS !NDICAIOR IS REALLY WEAK; I THINK IT SHOULD SAY NUMBER OF FOURS WORkEC.

Such a remark by the facilitator could be counterproductive even though it might be true. By

imposing his/her opinion, the facilitator will cause the process to break down and will lose

rapport with the team.

3.6.2 HandlinS Disruptive Team Members

The facilitator must build and m3intair an atmosphere conducive to a free and open exchange

of ideis; however, discipline m;.st be maintainel. Zenerally, the facilitator should confrcrt

disruptions in a courteous but direct manner. For example, if a side conversation is going Cn

during the silert generation of answers process, the facilitator could say:

WE HAVE ONLY ABOUT 5 MINUTES LEFT, SO PLEASE ALLOW THOSE WHO ARE STILL WORKING TO

WORK WITHOUT INTERRUPTION.

If conversation continues, the facilitator should speak to the oftenders individually, askinj

them to refrain fron disturbing the group.

A potentially troublesome issue Is smoking during the session:. To solve this problem, the

facilitator can raise this issue vith the group at the beginning of the session and seek

consensus regarding smoking during the session. If the group is split on the issue, then the

facilitator should say with a sense of humur, not in a corfrontational manner:

SINCE WE CAN'T COME TO ANý AGREEMENT ON THIS ISS'2E, PART OF MY J05 IS TO PLAY "BAD

GUY." THEREFORE, I WOULD :REFER THAI THOSE OF YOU WHO SMOKE CONFiNE YOUR SMOKING

TO THE BREAKS. LET ME KNOW IF THAT CREATES ANJY MAJOR PROBLEM.S.

31



Such a comment, made politely, will normally put the issue to rest.

3.6.3 Crsating the Proper Mental Set

Because the MGEEM is a consensus-seeking process, the facilitator should promote commonality

among viewpoints in every possible way. One critical step in this direction is to make sure that

everyone, throughout the process, approaches their task as though they were the commander of the

target erganization. If participants are allowed to maintain their own unique perspectives,
particularly in the KRA process, this will create difficulties. For example, subordinate
managers may be motivated to justify their existence in front of their boss by listing everything

their people do. This will extend the process unnecessarily by focusing the group on items that

are too "micro" in terms of organizational level. To avoid such problems, the facilitator must

ask everyone to "wear the comnander's hat" throughout the exercise and look at the "big picture."

3.6.4 Not Allowing the Discussion to Bog Down

A primary job of the facilitator is to keep the process moving, to 4t. ar; r7,aintain the

pace. Normally, the problem here is that the group will get "hung-up" on sole issue and spend

ton much time on one KRA or indicator. Frequently, this degenerates into 3 discussion between
one or two team members wh'o have special knowledge or interest it the item. w4hen this happens,

other team members become bored and want to move on, The facilitator must be dtle to "read the

group" and determine when this is happening. A few skillfully worded comments will usually

corre:t this problem. For example, if two people are emotionally debatin3 a tangential issue,
the facilitator might say:

THIS SEEMS LIKE AN iSSUE THAT WILL BE SETTLE6 BY OUR VOTING PROCESS. CAN WE MOVE CN?

On the other hand, suppose the group as a whole is debating an issue that the facilitator

believes is so important that it could prevent the group from coming to consensus. Then a

"prompting" designed to catalyze the discussion is appropriate. For instance, the facilitatcr
could say:

YOU HAVE MADE A NUMBER OF POINTS; i.ET ME TRY TO 50MMARIZE TrE CISCUSSION AND FRAME

THIS ISSUE. (State the issue as you perceive it.) IS THIS THE QUESTION BEFORE US?

If the facilitator perceives that the group is spending too much time on j sunject, then ne/sle

can call on someone who has been quiet during the debate and say:

JOE. YOU HAVEN'T SAIC MUCH. WHAT 0 YOL TfINK ABOJT THIS?

The discussion can bog down in many ways. The facilitator must recognize that it iS happening,

try to determine why it is happening, and make a dccisio!; either tc intervene in the discussion
or to force the group to move on.

4. USE OF PROOUCTIVITY MEASURES AS A MANAGEMENT TOOL

This section discusses procedures for using the productivity measures which result from tne

MGEEM as a tool for improving organizational productivity. The facilitator's role Is to help

the organization develop and implement a system for tracking and reporting productivity
measurement data. but not to make the process facilitator-dependent. In other words, the system

must be simple enough that the organization can operate and maintain it without facilltat_.r

32



assistance. However, as in implementing any new procedure, there is an ir itlal "hump" tL bC

overcome. The facilitator must help the organization overcome initial startup inertia ýnd

prepare the organization to assume ownership of the system.

The key elements of this role are operationalizing the indicators, developing a method and

format for reporting measurement data, instructing management with respect to considerations in
providing feedback, and suggesting ways to involve members of the organization in the use of the

data as input to qroup problem-solving efforts (e.g., quality circles).

4.1 Obtaining Data from Formal and Informal Sources

Following their development and screening, indicators must be made opcratlonal by locatlng

and accessing existing data or developing new data sources. Based on past experience with the

MGEFM, it is likely that 70% to 90" of the indicators generated by a target organization will
make use of existing data. These data may be in the existing information system or may exist ir
informal logs or reports maintained by the organization for its own use. Tp.e remaining l0% to

30% of the indicators will require new data-capturing procedures. This section focuses on
guidelines fo- capturing data which already exist. revelopment of ne, data cclEction procedures

is beyond the scope of this discussion.

4.1.1 Obtaining Data from Formal Data Sources

Air Force organizations routinely track and monitor a wide range of perfinmanct and finrnct;A

indicators. In most cases, decisions about what should be tracked are made by higher head-
quarters, often with field Input, for management control purposes. Hiyher headquarters personnel

deiign reporting procedures, forms, and computer software to Input data. analyze data, and

generate management reports. The data neeced for management control purI,)es may be different

from the data needed by a local commander for improvement purposes. The impcrtart implication of

this difference is that data required by a local commander may exist in a,! automated system bUt

may not be reported in the form that the unit commander needs. Thus, there are two sets of
pro'blems in obtaining data for the raGEEM from foriral sources. One involves obtaining data fron;

management information system products, and the otrer involves accessing data w4'iCh ma) be it:pt

to a standard information system but which ;o not appear as standard output products.

In the first case, the facilitator's main concern is with the timelinc's of the data. For
example, if the indicator is "numb;er of late report submissiors/number of reports 5ubmltted,"

this (lata element may not be available from headquarters until a: least a ionth later. That is,
the (ata for September may not be returned to the local unit until October, meanin. that the unit

would ;et feedback only after 30 or more days' delay. On the other hand, the local unit could
keep its own record of the numner of reports submitted and the number late, anz have these data

within t few days after the end of the reporting period. The obviOus tradeoff involved is tn.e

cost cf keeping additiorial records versus the benefit of havin3 timely data. Tiie facilitator's
role is to present the commander with this issue and point Out the consequences of both courses

of act-'on. For example, the facilitator may have determined that It would take b hours of

clerical vork to complete the effort at the unit level versus 20 minutes to take the data off the

standard report .her it is received in 30 to 40 days. The locally gencrated data will have

considerably more value as a management and motivational tool than data that a-e 30 to 4C days
old. It is up to the commander to choose to generate the data locally or wait t or the standard

information system product.

When data are captured and re~urted to higrer headquarters, but riot reptrtk., In the form

needed to credte the local indicatc-, a different %et of issues arise. For insta-c-, 3ssume that
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the indicator is "average number of days for supply unit X to process an Article 15/average

number of days for all supply units in the MAJCOM to process an Article 15." The local unit can
track on its own the numerator of this indicator. However, the denominator requires data from a
higher headquarters database. In order for the local unit to use this indicator, it will be
necessary to obtain a special information system product ttitt excerpts this information from the
MAJCO4 database. Depending on the unit commander's resourcefulness and "clout," this may or may
not be feasible. Thus, the local commander is presented with a different set of choices. One

choice is to attempt to have the data supplied by higher headquarters and accept the delay while
a reporting system is modified. However, once modification is made to provide these data on a
monthly basis, the data received in September may represent performance in July rather than
August due to reporting delays. Therefore, after the effort has been made to get the data, the
information may have limited utility because of its age.

The other choice is to modify the indicator so that it can be developed locally. For

example, the indicator could be restated as "average number of diys to process Article ISs this
month/average nu-nber days to process Article 15s in the past 6 months." In this way, the unit is

comparing its ýerformance, not with other units in the command, but with its own past
performance. Although this is different information, it is more controllable from the unit
commander's viewpoint. The negative aspect is the effu-t reiuired to yenercte the numbers
locally. Again, the facilitator should discuSS these tradeofs with the local unit commander.

4.1.2 Obtaining Data from Informal Sources

Informal sources consist of data that are recorded on logs, loilly develope'J forms, or othe-

tracking systems that the local unit may have devised. Frequently, such recorcs are maintained
by the commander for protection against customer complaints, to document perforr.ince problems of
tho unit or individuals, etc. In some cases, records are maintained to assist the unit in
improving performance. In any case, more information is ,sudll)Y captured tan is tabulated and

displayed in quantitative form or fed back to members of the organization. The problems facinj
the organization in this situation ire specifying the cjta elements necdc. for the indicator,
defining the coding procedures required to go from a log to a quantitative indicator, ani
allocating the resources to do the work. However, the advantage is that tht local unit has

complete control over the process.

4.1.3 Precise Specification of the Data-Indicator Relationship

Regardless of the source of dats ii.e., forriai or ir,forji), it is necessary to aefine
precisel) the relationsrip between tita elements ir: infcri-atior systems or infornial records and
cdh indicatcr. The specification must contain the rý.le; for translating data elements into
indicators, the time periods involved, and the irterpretation of the resulting indicator. The

purpose of this activity is to speci 4 y tie relationship unambiguously so thit tre data recording

pr.cess car be performed consistently over tir:e. Otherwi;e, the reliabilit) and validity of tie
indicators will be seriously impaired. An example illustrating tt:e correct use of this process

is shown in Table 13.

For each indicator, the facillttor, with the assi:2trnce of ippropriatc .1nit personnel, must

carefully specify the data-indicator relationships as illustrated in Table 13. In addition, tne

facilitator must assist the organization in captu'i-j tht Idta elements rc(uirea to establish the

baseline performance lvvel for each indicator. The procedures required for each situation will
vary. Thus, this discussion cannot aescribe these procedures in detail.
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Table 13. Example of Data-Indicator Specification

KRA No. 1. Effectiveness, Legality, and Appropriateness of the Unit Reporting
Process

1. Indicator: Most recent inspection rating

2. Specifications:

(a) Data source - most recent published IG report

(b) Numerical index computed as follows:

6 - Outstanding
5 a Excellent
4 - Satisfactory
2 s Marginal
0 - Unsatisfactory

(c) Time Period - Indicator changes with next IG or ME& inspe:tion.

(d) Interpretation - The higher the number, the better tne performance.

4.2 Reporting the Data

To use productivity measurement data as a performance improvement tool, a s-itable reporting

format must be selected. This section describes two such formats. The first is the Objectives
Matrix (Felix & Riggs, 1983), and the second is line graphs. The ObJectives Matrix provides 4
means of reporting changes in (a) individual performancet measures and (b) total organizational
perfornance based on the sum of all individual performance measures. The line graph is by far
the simpler of the two methods, but depicts only changes in individual perfc-mance measures. The
two methods can be used separately or in combination. For example, line graphs can be developed
for each individual performance measure and the Objectives Matrix can be used to create an
overall performance index. Another format for using productivity measurement data as a
management tool, the product-to-coitingencies technique, is under preparation by the Air Force
Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL).

4.2.1 Developing the Objectives Matrix

This section describes the steps in constructing an Objectivts Matrix ard explains how to use
it. The example in Figure 7 illustrates the use of an Objectives Matrix with one KRA which has
five indicators. If an organization had generated five KRAi, each with a nmL'er of indicators,
it would be necessary to construct five separate matrices similar to the one shown in Figure 7.
However, if the commander concludes that constructing five matrices requires too much effort,
he/she may decide to select one indicator for each of the five KRAs and construct only one
matrix. In such a case, line 2 in Figure 7 would be KRA titles instead of indicator titles.
Line 3 would be five indicators, one for each of the five KRA,. The Objectives Matrix is a
flexible reporting procedure which can be expanded or contracted merely by addiri• or subtracting
columns as required to fit the number of indicators.
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1 KRA No. I Adequate No. Engines to Meet Mission Requirements

2 Indicator title Abort Delay NO.l.S. 05.lly Impa

3 Indicators kkf &~

Measurements 03 18 hrs. .09 .87 100
4 (current period)

.01 13 .01 1.00 100 10 (1-2 yr. goal)

.02 14 .02 .9 SO 9

.03 15 .04 .8 80 8
Performance .05 16 .09 .7 70 7

5 Level .10 17 .15 .6 60 6
.16 18 .25 .5 50 5
.24 19 .35 .4 40 4
.3S 20 .45 .3 30 3 (baseline)
.48 21 .55 .2 20 2
.60 22 .65 .1 10 1

Over .75 23+ .70+ 0 0 0 (worst)

6 current period 85781
equivalent score \ ý 3 02 01 R c r

7 m a n a g e r 's w e i g h t L 1_

8 Equivalent score 240 160 100 - 740
x weight

Figure 7. Objectives Matrix.
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4.2.1.1 List Indlcator/KRA Titles. The first step in using the Objectives Matrix is to fill

in the indicator titles. This is line 2 in Figure 7. The KRA and the indicators would, of

course, be products of an MGEEM process.

4.2.1.2 Define Indicators, Next, the formulas used to create the indicators are presented

on line 3.

4.2.1.3 Define Performance Levels for Indicators. The next step is to define performance

levels for each.indicator (Line 5). This step provides a means of transforming measures on the
indicators to a common scale. The common performance scale is shown on the extreme right side of

the matrix on line 5. The scale ranges from 0 (the worst possible) to 10 (1- to 2-year goal).

Corresponding performance scales for each indicator are entered on line 5. These scales are

developed as follows:

1. Define the baseline for each indicator. If an indicator, as measured cy the formula in

its column on line 3, Is already in use by the unit, the baseline performance level can be

established from historical data. As a rule-of-thumb, 3 months of historical data should

suffice, However, if there are strong cyclical or seasonal variations in the performance
measured by the indicator, then data over a longer time period may be required to establish a

stable baseline. On the other hand, if the performance measured by the indicator varies

relatively little, then I to 2 months of data may be sufficient. The baseline normally is the
arithmetic mean (average) of the 3 months' historical performance. If no historical data are
available, then the indicator must be tracked for some period of time (e.g., 1 to 3 months) in
order to establish the baseline. Once the baseline for an indicator is determined, this number
is written on the Objectives Matrix under the column for the appropriate indicator and at t.e

appropriate performance level (line 5) corresponding to a certain point on the C (worst) to 10
(I- to 2-year goal) common performance scale. If one assumes that 0 on the 0 to 10 scale

represents the lowest conceivable level of performance for this unit and 10 represents a goal
aspired to in I to 2 years, then current performance is the baseline. The rule-of-thumb Is to

establish current performance at Level 3 on the common performance scale. For instance, if .35

is the baseline for indicator 1, Abort (computed by number of takeoff aborts/number takeoffs), it

would be written under column I on line 5 to correspond to 3 (baseline) on the scale. That is,

the .35 would be written in column 1 on the same row as 3 (baseline) on the 0 to 10 comrron

performance scale (see Figure 7).

2. Establish performance levels for each indicator to correspond to 0 and 10 un the common

performance scale. After baselines are set for each Indicator, the next step is to define

performance levels 0 and 10 for each indicator. Level 0 is the level of performance envisioned

as the worst that reasonably might occur within this unit on the indicator in question.
Establish the number and write it in the appropriate indicator column on the same line as 0 in

the performance scale at the extreme right. For instance, in Figure 7 this value is "Over .75"
for Indicator I, Abort, so Over .75 appears on the bottom row on line 5 to correspond with 0

(worst) on the 0 to 10 common performance scale. Repeat this step for Level 10. Level 10 Is a

challenging goal that could be reached If improvement were continued for I to 2 years. The

selected time period should correspond to the planning horizon of the organization. Write this
number in the appropriate indicator column on the same line as 10 in the performance scale at the
right. For instance, in Figure 7 this value is ".01" for Indicator 1, Abort, so .01 appears on

the row on line 5 to correspond with 10 (1- to 2-year goal) on the 0 to 10 connion performarce

scale.

3. Fill in the remaining values. Now that Level 0, baseline Level 3, and Level 10 have been

determined for each indicator, the remaining indicator performance levels can be added. The

simplest way to (jo this is to estabiish equal intervals between the baseline and Level 10 and
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between the baseline and Level 0. This assumes that it is equally difficult to ,"ove up the scale
from one level to the next. If it is believed that moving up the scale gets progressively more
difficult as one moves to the top, the increments can be made larger at lower levels and
progressively smaller nearer the top of the scale. The performance scale for Indicator 1, Abort,
in Figure 7 illustrates a scale with unequal intervals.

4.2.1.4 Establish Manager's Weights. The next step involves establishing weights for
Individual indicators (see Figure 7, line 7, labelled "Manager's weight"). Ir establishing an
overall score (the sum of performance levels on all indicators) for a KRA, it is likely that
indicators are not equally important in terms of their individual contributions to mission
accomplishment. Therefore, indicators can be differentially weighted to reflect their varying
importance. This weighting process is accomplished by dividing 100 points an;oný the indicators.

In Figure 7, W00 points are allocated on line 7 to the five indicators. Indicator 1, Abort,
received 30 points; Indicator 2, Delay, received 20 points; Indicator 3, N.O.R.S., received 20
points; and so on. This distribution can be made by the unit commander, a manager, or a group.
The group would involve the entire management team and has the benefit of assuring a similar
understanding among team members of the relative priorities of indicators.

4.2.2 Using the Objectives Matrix

Once the above steps are completed, the Objectives Matrix is ready for use. Before its use,
however, the period of performance tracking must be defined. Normally this will be monthly. In
any case, using the Objectives Matrix involves the following steps.

4.2.2.1 Obtain Measurements for the Current Period. Measurements of performance on each
indicator for the current month are written on line 4, labelled "Measurements jLurrent period)."

In Figure 7, for the month under consideration, the result of the computation of the formula
shown in line 3 for Indicator 1, Abort, was .03. This value was placed under Abort on line 4.

4.2.2.2 Obtain Current Period Score. The current period measurement of d given indicator
(shown on line 4) is located on the performance scale (shown on line 5) and then compared with
the 0 to 10 common performance scale at the extreme right. In Figure 7, the current period
measurement for Aborts of .03 on line 4 is located on line 5 and corresponds to Level 8 on the 0
to 10 common performance scale at the extreme right. Therefore, an 8 is written on line 6,
labelled "Current period equivalent score," in the Abort column. For the second indicator,
Delay, the current period measure, 18 hours, shown on line 4 is located on the performance scale
(hie 5). The performance level of 18 for Delay translates as Level 5 or. the 0 to 10 common

S performance scale at the extreme right. Therefore, a 5 is written on line 6, "Current period
equivalent score," in the Delay column. This process is repeated for all indicators to fill out

all values in row 6. It should be emphasized that each higher level of performance to be
achieved should be treated as a hurdle.

4.2.2.3 Obtain Weighted Score. The "Current period equivalent score," line 6, Is then
multiplied by the value in line 7, "Manager's weight," to obtain the "Equivalent score x weight"
value shown on the bottom line, line 8, as shown in Figure 7. For instance, the "Current period
equivalent score" for Aborts on line 6 (which is 8) multiplied by the corresponding "Manager's
weight" of 30 on line 7 yields an "Equivalent score x weight" value of 240 on line 8. Finally,

the overall score for this KRA, 740, is obtained by summing the "Equivalent score x weight"
values for all indicators (all values on line 8). This sum, 740, (240+100+140+160+100) is the
total KRA or organizational performance score for the current period.

4.2.2.4 Use the KRA Score to Assess Performance Improvement. Absolutc scores do not tell
unit commanders or unit members much about their performance. It is more useful to compare
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current performance with some measure of performance in the past. TypicLly, organizations

compute monthly comparisons between present performance and a baseline. Such computation may be

made as follows:

Assuming a baseline performance score of 710 and a current period performance score of 740,

the current period performance index would be computed as follows:

Performance Index - Current Period Performance Score - Baseline

Performance Score X 100

Baseline Performance Score

Performance Index s 740 - 710 X 100
710

4.2

This indicates that ;)roductivity increased 4.2; from tr.e baseline (710) to the current period

(740). Similar Indices can be computed from the previou• r month or any other period of interest.

Normally, current versus baseline and current vtrsuS previous month )re thE primary iriGiccs of

interest.

4.2.3. Developing Line Graphs

A second method of reporting results o" productivity or performance measures is the line

graph. The line graph provides a pictorial representation of performance changes over time.

Often, they are plotted with respect to a goal or tdrgct lvel uf perfornianýc. As illustrated it,

Figure 8, the line graph requires the definition of a time period for the horizontal axis and

performance levels for the vertical axis. The addition of a baseline and goal are optional, Lbt

useful. Once constructed, the line graph requires little maintorance other than plotting data

for each month.

900

800 Goal = 750 sq. ft/hr.

700

Monthly 600

Avg. No.

Sq. Ft. 50C
Cleaned

Per Paid 400

Hour

)J0-

200

Baseline 200 ................................

100 1 1 1
1 2 3 4 5 e 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Months

Figur( 8. Example of tLine Graph.
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4.2.4 Using Line Graphs

Line graphs can be used with the Objectives Matrix to portra3 performance on each indicator

and/or overall performance. It is not recommended that a line graph be used to portray a single

performance/prodjctivitý indicator because it could focus the attention of the organization on

one aspect of performance to the exclusion of others. As a consequence, the measurement of

overall performance may te distorted. This potential problem is illustrated by the line graph in

Figure 8. Suppose this graph were displayed in a maintenance area to provide feedback to the

maintenance staff. It suggests that management wants to increase the number of square feet of

space cleaned per paid work hour. Ob.viously, there are many ways that employees can make the

measure increase. One way is to reduce time spent providing quality service to customers so that

more time could be devoted to cleaning. Therefore, unless management also provides a line graph

displaying quality, the use of the graph in Figure 8 could be harmful. Displaying a graph sends

a clear signal to members of the ersanization about what performance is desired. Therefore, the

commander must ensure that the right message is sent.

4.3 Considerations in Providing Feedback

As stated 3arlier. feedback is a powerlul tool fur improvinj performance. AFHRL has

supported an extensive research program to identify practical guidelines fcr the use of feedtacK

by Air Force organizaticns to improve and sustain performance arc productivity. lhis section

briefly summarizes significant lessons learned from tnis research. For more detail, see

Pritchard, Big,:,, Beitiri3, Coverdale, and Morgan (1931). A manuae on thE use jf feedback in

operational Air Force en'ironments is under preparation foa AFHRL.

4.3.1 What Should Be Fed Back?

Measurement information contained in a feedback report shoulo cover all irportant aspect' of

work. It shoull contain individual performance meisures, as well as total perfornance based on

the sum of individual performance measures. It shoul, provide quantitative information un

performance fcr the period, and it st.ould also specify "hov good" that level of performance is in

a qualitative -ense. Finally, as previously discussed, indicator data sLýul% De confined to

information or dimensions of performance that are under the control of the target organization.

4.3.2 What Should Be the Source of Feedback?

The feedback re-crt should derive fron, the prodictivity wreasirement systen' develcped by the

MGEEM. It sho)' ýc proauced in hard-copy form (e.g., computer report) and Le perceivec as

comin3 from the superviscr or unit conmander.

4.3.3 What Form Should the Feedback Take?

Feedback reports for groups sho.ld be publicized. Tnis may Le achi(vec ýy giving ,eports to

all organization members and/or by posting the data in a cc-nspicjous placc ,,.erc all organizitio

members can frequently view the results. ihe frequency of feeduack depends on the natý.re of tre

work processes on which the measurement data are based. A rule-of-thumb is to give feedback as

frequently as the work cycle time permits. The feedba0 report should indicate how tVe current

period cf performance compares with z previous period so that members of tih organization can see

changes. The Objectives Matrix (Figure 7), combineG vi th line jrapt feedback (Figure 5),
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satisfies these requirements. Another procedure which satisfies these requirements, called the
product-to-contingenices technique, Is under preparation for AFHRL.

4.4 Linking Neasurimnt to Group Problem Solving

Many Air Force organizations involve organization members in problem-solving activities, such

as quality circles, task teams, and labor-management committees. Such groups differ as to how

they select the problems they will address. For instance, quality circles members are typically
free to make that determination on their own. The commander may suggest a problem, but members
are free to aczept or reject the recommendations of the boss. In other arrangements, task teams

are formed to work on a defined problem or issue.

Whether management or teams select problems, it is often helpful to have a mechanism that
provides quantitative information on performance. The MGEEM fulfills this need. In the MGEEM

process, the organization defines its mission in terms of KRAs and indicators that cover the

important facets of performance. In those instances where the Objectives Matrix and/or lire

graphs reveal trends in performance that may not be in the desired direction, these trends can be
investigated by problem-solving teams. Once a team has analyzed the problem and recommended and
implemented a solution, MGEEM d;ta can be of further use in evaluating the effectiveness of the

implementation of the team's suggested intervention.

Most employee involvement efforts have three areas of potential weakness. First, persons

involved in such efforts wo-ry about whether the problems they select for study will help the

organization. Second, management support for employee involvement efforts is often difficult to
obtain and maintain, Third, groups involved in such efforts experience a strong need to

demonstrate that their efforts pay off for the organization. These questions are effectively

addressed by use of the MGEEM.

4.5 Pitfalls to Avoid

As is the case with any performance improvement strategy, there are potential dangers and

problems associated with use of the MGEEM. These can be avoided through judicious use of the

technique. This section draws from the authors' experience with the MGEEM and from recent

research on goal setting (Locke & Latham, 1984) to address these potential dangers and problems.

4.5.1 Fear of Being Measured

Individuals often express concerns about the measurement of their performance, but these

concerns can be ameliorated. One concern, fear of failure, can be dealt with by encouraging
groups to set goals that are challenging but attainable. Another concern is fear of

repercussions from higher headquarters. This is often grounded in a past history of having been
".called on the carpet' by a superior for a performance problem, inspection report, customer

complaint, etc. lhe facilitator can reduce this fear through the design of the MGEEM procedure

and the reporting process. The following steps are involved. First, including the higher-level

commander in the KRA development process will break down barriers and increase understanding up
the line, Second, reports submitted up the line should be summary reports that do not provide

detailed information on each indicator tracked. This will reduce the potential for
"micro-management" from above. For example, an agreement could be Struck with the next

higher-level commander that regular reports submitted will include only the aggregate performance
index generated from the Objectives Matrix. This will provide a degree of insulation for the

lower-level commander, but still ensure accountability for results.
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4.5.2 Goals as Ceilings

Soals are intended to serve as targets that encourage performance improvement. However,
goals can operate ds ceilinqs which discourage further effort once a target is reached. The key
to avoiding ceiling effects is to establish in the organization an "ett:c" of continual
performance improvement. That is, regardless of the level of performance attained, there Is an
understanding that there is a need to make further improvements. However, unless this rationale
is supported by rewards and reinforcers for excellent performance, the ethic will not be

sustained. In most Air Force organizations, there is an ethic of high performance.
Nevertheless, commanders must be continually alert to find new ways to recognize and reward
members of the organization for high performance to sustain this ethic. The MGEEM can be helpful
in sustaining ich an ethic because it can be used to set up a situation in which the
organization competes with itself over time. This is healthy if reinforced by the commander and
can help overcome ceiling effects associated with goals. Through competition, goals can be
raised. In additicn, the Objectives Matrix provides a means of combining short-tterm goals with a
longer-term focus by having intermediate hurdles along the way to a )- to 2-year goal. A manual
that includes a menu of incentives and forms of recognition, together witn measures of their
attractiveness to enlisted Air Force personnel, is in preparation for AFHRL. This document is
designed for use Ly commanders, managers, and supervisors to provide rewards and reinforcers to
help sustain a perfcrmance improvement ethic.

4.5.3 Non-Goal Measures

"what you measure is what you get." Because this is true, commanders nefc to ensure that
only important facets of organizational performance are measured. The MGEEM guarantees this by
forcing the indicator development process to take place in relation to KRAs. Therefore, with the
MGEEM, it is impossible for the organization to develop a set of indicators that are easy to
measure but which miss the most important performance areas.

4.5.4 Gaming the System

As with aný rreasurement system there is the potential for "gaming." People are creative with
respect to "giving the boss what he/she wants to see." Controls for this tendency must attack
the motivation to "fake" rather than attempt to make the system fakeproof. That is, the
facilitator should concentrate on developing the participants' motivation to create a good
system. Much of what has been said above deals with this issue. For instance, reducing the fear
of hinher headqý.arters intervention, involving the organization in the development, of the
measurerient system, and creating an ethic of continual performance improvement are all efforts to
reducic the motivation to "game the system." There is no desire to game a system that members of
the organization feel truly belongs to them. If the MGEEM process is properly carried out,
successful Implementation of the system is assured.
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APPENDIX A: STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FORM

Format for Interview with Unit Commander

Note to Interviewer

Following introductions and preliminary discussion to establish rapport, the following
questions may be used to gather information. These are simply opening questions and should be
followed by "Probes" to obtain more detail. Examples of probes are: "Tell me more about that."
"Could you elaborate?" "Could you give me a specific example?"

The purpose of the interview is to make possible the construction of a systems diagram of the
organization. It is helpful to visualize this diagram as the interview is conducted.

1. What is the mission of this unit?

2. What are the major products/services of the unit?

3. Who are the principal customers of the organization?

4. What about staffing levels? How many military and civilian personnel are authorized?
Assigned? What is the breakdown by grade level and experience?

€. What other units does this organization depend upon for information or support in order
to get the job done?

6. What degree of control do you, as commander, have over:

number of personnel hours?

material and equipment acquisition?
capital investment?
energy consumption?

7. How is this unit evaluated by higher headquarters?

8. What primary indicators do you use to tell you that the unit is doing what it is supposed
to do?

9. Do you have a standard in-briefing for visitors? If so, could I have a copy of your
briefing slides? What other written material would help me better understand your mission and
organizational structure?

10. What else should I know?

PRECEDING PAGE BLANK
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APPENDIX B: MEASUREMENT IMPLEMLNTA.IUN PLAN FORMAT

1. Purpose of Measorement Effort

2. Definition of Productivity for this Organization

3. SpEcIfication of the Target Organization (What's included and what's not)

4. Force Field Analysis Summary:

a. Forces For:

b. Forces Against:

5. Strategies to:

a. Increase forces for:

b. Decrease forces against:

6. Implementation Steps

Key Dates

Step Start Review Person Responsible

N

7. Communlcation Activ4ties
Activity Start Date Person Responslble

1.
2.

N

8. Coordination!Liaison Requirements
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APPENDIX C: SAMPLE KRks AND INDICATORS

Propulsion Organization 5

Key Result Areas, Indicators and Data SourcEs

KRA 1: Sufficient number and quality of J-t7 engines to meet mission requircients

1-1. Number of operatle spare engines AF Form 1534, engine

Total engines on hand in shop management system

1-2. Number of test cell rejects AF Form 1534, engine

Number of engines tested management system

1-3. Number of premature removals within 100 hours (Time x+]) AF Fcrm 1534, engine

Number of premature removals within 100 hours (Time x) management system

1-4. Number of repa 4 r actions on wing within 100 hOurs Base level information
(Time x+l) system (BLIS)

Number of repair actions on wing within 100 hOurs

(Ti-re x)

1-5. Number of 3-levels assigned Local training form

Total branch manning Unit Mlanning Document

1-6. Actual man-hours available AFTO Form 349,

Man-hours assigned Monthly Maintenance

Summary

1-7. Number of failed personnel and technical evaluations AF Form 2419, Routing

Number of evaluations and Review of Quality

Control Reports

KRA 2: Ensure morale and well-being of personnel

2-1. Frequency people recognized (Time x*1) Not available

Frequency people recognized (Time x)

2-2. Number of defects detected on the job (Time x+l) QC reports and
Number of defects detected on the Job (Time x) maintenance standard

evaluation team

(MSET) report

2-3. Njmber people late for work (Time x-l) Roll call books
Number people late (Time x)

2-4. Number of disciplinary actions (Time x+l) Unfavorable informa-

Number of disciplinary actions (Time x) tion file (UIF) and

consolidated base
personnel office

ICPO) personnel file

2-5. Hours of compensation rime Locally maintained

Hours of overtime record
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2-6. Number of requests for change of duty section , T ime X+l) Locally maintained

Numbe, of requests for change of duty section (Time P) record

2-7. Gy section, Number of counseling slips (TimE x,'j Locdlly maintained

Number of counseling slips (lime x) record

KRA 3: Proper 3ssignrent Of personnel

3-1. By section, Number of qualified peope dyailable AF Form 623, On-
Number of people assigned the-Job Training

Record

3-2. By section, percent of 3-, 5-, and 7-levels assignee Locally maintained

record

3-3. By section, Total number of people assigned Locally maintained

Total authorizations record

3-4 By section, average man-hours worked AFTC ;orm 349,

Expected man-hours available Monthly Maintenance
Summary

3-5. Number of personnel turnovers Locally maintained

Number of personnel turnovers recor.

KRA 4: Safety of personnel

4-1. Number of safety-related incidents (Time x+l) Q.C. recoro, safety

Number of safety-related incidents (Time x) office record

4-2. Number of detected safety violations (Time x+1) Q.C. reports
Number of DSV (Time x)

4-3. Hours lost per month because of accidents Winy Safety office
record

4-4. Number of times protective apparel not worn when Locally maintained

required (Time x'l) record

Number of times protective apparel not worn when

required (Time x)

KRA 5: Proper tools and test equipment and facility

5-1. Number of appropriate Q.C. and MSET writeups (Time x+l) Q.C. 3nd MSET reports

Number of ippropriate Q.C. and MSET writeups (Time x)

5-2. Number of tools on backorder (Time x+l) AF rorm 601, Equip-

Number of tools on backorder (Time x) merit Action Request

5-3. Number of proper tool self-inspections (Time x'l) Locally maintained

Number of proper tool self-inspection (Time x) recorl
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0

5-4. Number of not repairable this station (NRTS) V:(. 4 (lime k+l) 0 :'O ori 349
Njaeber of n3t repairable this station ('NRi• -Je 4 (Time x)

KRA 6: Proper conduct an- c, iscipline of persa-.',e'

6-1. Average nurtnýr- 1.f counselinng sessions before 4liciili',iry )cal!) •naintained

action recoC y!

6-2." N.jmber of disciplinary acticos (Time AI' a3,d CGPO
Number of oiscipliriary actions (Time x) perýýnnel file

6-3. Number of on-base incidents (Time x+l) ;,,lice record

*See 2 - 4.
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APPENDIX D: KRA DEVELOPMENT SESSION BRIEFING AND AGENDA

0800 Introduction

Introduction of Facilitator and Participants
Purpose of the Measurement Activity (Unit Commander)
Overview of MGEEM Process
Perspectives on Defining Measures (Slide 1)
What are Key Result Areas? (Slide 2)
Purpose of This Meeting

Questions

0830 Productivity Overview

Discussion of Organization Diagram (Slide 3 is sample - should use diagram for the target
organization)
Definition of Productivity for the Target Organization
Questions

0900 Nominal Group Technique - Round I

Statement of NGT Question
State That Frame of Reference is That of Unit Commander
Silent Generation of Answers

Round-Robin Listing
Discussion and Clarification
Vote 1

1030 Break (Results of Vote 1 are tallied during break)

1045 NGT Task - Rould 2

Discussion of voting Pattern
Modification cf Items
Vote 2

1130 Tally Vote 2 (Adjou-n if sufficient agreement is obtained; otherwise, repeat the Round 2
process. Upor adjournment, establish time for followup "reasonability check* meeting).
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Date

APPENDIX E. KRA OEVELOPMENT WORKSHEET

Key Rcsult Arcas

Vote 1

Item No. Voting Pattern Tally Ranking
1.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

14.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
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key Result Areas

Vote 2

Item No. Voting Pattern Tally Ranking

1. 1

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
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ujd te ___________

Final key Result Areas

Original
Rank Vote KRA No. Item Description

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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APPENDIX F: AGENDA AND BRIEFING FOR INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT SESSION

0800 Introduction and Overview

Purpose of the Measurement Activity (Unit ,ci,,nander)

Presentation dnd Discussion of KRAs Developed by Tedm A

Task for Team B

Questions

0830 Basic Considerations in Indicator Development

Definition of Productivity for the Target Organization

Desirable Indicator Characteristics (Slide 1)
Examples of Performance Indicators (Slide 2)

Examples of Measures (Slide 3)

indicator Development Quiz (Appendix G)

0900 NGT Process

Ground Rules for Nominal Group Technique

Round I -- KRA No. 1 (if Qroup decides to start with KRA 1. The first KRA selected

should be toe one that is easiest to measure).

1015 Break

1030 (Continue until indicators have been generated for all KRAs. Typically, the process

takes 60 to 90 minutes per KRA).
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APPENDIX G: INDICATOR L)E 1ELOPMENT QI:Z

1. Which one of the following phrases would be 3n 3cceptaLle ou%;-ut Indicator?

a. Pull eigines

b. Hours worked

C. Number of engines r Iled per month

2. Which of the following cators measure possible efficiency? (Choose one or more.)

a. Number of inspections conducted this period

Number of hours spent on inspections

b. Number of quality control errors detected this period

Number of products produced this period

c. Actual expenditures this period

Planned exenditures this period

d. Actual numbCr of engines repaired per shift

Standard number of engines repaired per shift

e. Average tine between repairs

f. Percent of total work hours vehicle is available for use

g. Number of dollars damage to base property due to unforecasted severe weather

h. rirst-term reenlistment rate for unit

Ffrst-term reenlistment rate for base

3. In item 2, above, which indicators are effectiveness indicators?

4. Which indicator below is controllable from the point of view of a maintenance branch?

a. Number of people authorized

b. Average number of months in AFSC per person assigned

c. Average number of hours to overhaul an engine
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Answers to Indicatir Development Quiz

1. Alternative "c" is the answer. Alternative "a" sinply describes a task ane, as stated, is

not quantifiable. Alternative "o" does no: clearly specify what is to be measured; i.e., number

of hours worked per employee per month.

2. Alternatives "a," "d," and "f"' arc efficiency indicators; "a" is an Output.'input ratio; "d"

is a comparison between actual and standard performance; and "f" measures utilization.

3. In Item 2, alternatives "b," "c, "g,' end "h" are effectiveness indicators; "b" is a measure

of quality; "c" is a measure of performance in relation to budgeted goal; "g" is a measure of the

external impact on the unit itself. Obviously "h" is not a pure measure of irternal impact since

reenlistment rate is affected by other infl;er'ces besides the way the unit is managed.

Nevertheless, this indicator is partially controllable from the unit's point of view, which makes

alternative "h" a crude, but perhaps acceptable, indicator.

4. Alternative "c" is correct. The unit, through its work activity, can impact the number of

hours required to overhaul an engine. However, it has no direct control over the number of

people authorized, alternative "a, " or the experience level of the personnel assigned,

alternative "b." These factors are controlled by the Air Force manpower and assignment processes

and do not reflect the actions of an indivicual organization.
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APPENDIX I: INDICATOR REVIEW SHEE"

Indicator a Importance As Iptdlcated To Management

Currently tracked in ths form - No - Yes T _1 Very Important / Must Track

Is wording oa indicator 0 K. o Ye .... 2 Nice to have; Not Critical

Modification ~3. Not Important Lnoecessary to Track

104

4. Data Availability Yes -.- he0 e' __ _ Nemerator

__________Denominator

NO feasible to Collect, t'$ 'r -..- DNo
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